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REPLY TO THE ATTENTI ON COF:

Mary Gade, Director

Il'linois Environmental Protection Agency
2200 Churchill Road

Springfield, Illinois 62794-9276

Re: Parson's Casket Site - Belvidere, Illinois Concurrence on Record of Decision

Dear Ms. Gade:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) hereby concurs with the decision that
institutional controls and deed/zoning restrictions for the shallow soils and excavation and renoval
for the deep soils are necessary as identified in the encl osed Record of Decision (ROD) conpleted by
the Illinois Environnmental Protection Agency (IEPA) for the Parson's Casket Hardware Site. CQur

concurrence is in accordance with 40 CFR 8300.525(e)(2)(i) and (ii) and is based on the adm nistrative
record.

U S. EPA understands that the soils operable unit addresses the source of the contamination and is not
the final renmedy at the Site. A subsequent operable unit addressing the groundwater contamination is
expected to fol | ow

W | ook forward to our continuing involvement on the Parson's Casket Hardware Site.

Sincerely yours,

WIlliamE. Mmno, D rector
Super fund Di vi sion

Encl osure
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DECLARATI ON OF THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Par son' s Casket Hardware
Bel videre, Illinois

STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renmedial action for the Parson's Casket Hardware Site in
Bel videre, Illinois, which was chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anmended by SARA and to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
decision is based on the adm nistrative record for this site. The USEPA Region V concurs with the
sel ect ed renedy

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), nmay present an inmminent and substantia
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

The remedi al action addresses two (2) operable units--shallow and deep soils. Goundwater is a
separate operable unit and is still under investigation. The groundwater operable unit will be
addressed under a separate ROD. The shallow soil operable unit is being defined as the area from
ground surface to 1 foot below | and surface (BLS). The deep soil operable is the area greater than 1
foot BLS to groundwater (approximately 20 feet BLS). The shallow soil operable unit remedy selection
consists of institutional controls and deed/zoning restrictions for the property to reduce the risks
associ ated with exposure to contaninated materials. Restrictions would apply so that the property
remai ns industrial since it was shown that the popul ation at greastest risk would be future adult or
child residents. The function of the deep soil operable unit renedy selection is to excavate and
renove fromthe site a source of VOCs, SVQCs, and netals froman abandoned | agoon area whi ch was
utilized to dispose electroplating wastes fromthe 1930s to 1982 and to determ ne the nature and
extent of contamination and remediate dry wells presuned to be on the property. Both the |agoon and
the dry wells are continuing to degrade the | ocal groundwater, which is utilized as a drinking water
supply for the Gty of Belvidere

The maj or conponents of the selected renmedy include:

Installation of a security fence around the site

Deed/ zoning restrictions to prohibit groundwater use, limt building construction on the site
(i.e., residential construction), and control waste naterial generated from mani pul ati on of
soils at the site (e.g., footings for buildings);

Excavat e and renove contam nated soils fromthe abandoned | agoon area and determ ne renedi a
action for the suspected dry wells;

G oundwat er nonitoring;

DECLARATI ON

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedial action, and is
cost effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogies to
the maxi mum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that enpl oy
treatnment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volune as a principal elenent.

Because this remedy will result in potentially hazardous substances to renain on site above
heal t h-based levels, a revieww |l be conducted within five years after commencenent of renedia
action to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the
envi ronnent .

<I M5 SRC 0596307C>

Mary A. G ade, Director Dat e
Il'linois Environnmental Protection Agency



SUMVARY FOR THE RECCRD OF DECI SI ON

Site Nane, Location, and Description

The Parson's Casket Hardware Site, located in Belvidere, Illinois is a National Priorities List (NPL)
site under the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA),
commonly known as Superfund. The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (1EPA), under a Cooperative

Agreenent with the U S. Environnental Protection Agency (USEPA), conducted a Renedi a
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) on this Superfund site

The Parsons Site is |ocated on the northwest side of Belvidere, Illinois covering about 6 acres and is
bordered by residential comunities to the east and various industrial facilities to the west, north
and south. The Kishwaukee River is 1/4 mle south of the site. Two of Belvidere's eight municipa

wat er supply wells are |ocated approxinmately 1,500 feet northwest and 1/2 mle southwest of the site,
respectively. Both wells are used on a daily basis. The mnunicipal well |ocated northwest of the site
has had hits of TCE, which were also found at the site, however, the |levels were not above MCL's. The
United States CGeol ogi cal Survey (USGS) has perfornmed sone work at the site on the deep aquifer

However, no definite conclusions were made that the contam nants were fromParson's. Mst likely the
contam nation is fromnultiple sources, including Parson's. G oundwater has extended to the

Ki shwaukee River and it is believed to be discharging into the river basin.

The Parson's Casket Hardware Conpany manuf actured decorative netal fittings for caskets at the site
fromthe early 1920's to 1982. Such operations require the use of hazardous chem cals, and hazardous
wast e byproducts are created as a result of the manufacturing process. The Parson's Conpany continued
to operate in the sane facility until filing for bankruptcy in August 1982. WAste generated naminly
consi sted of electroplating sludge, cyanide plating solution, cyanide cleaning solutions, bronze

ni ckel and brass sludges, and cl eani ng sol vents.

A series of aerial photos taken from 1954 to 1986 at various intervals show activities that occurred
at the site and features which no longer exist. A lagoon was one of the principle waste di sposa
locations. Arailroad spur is visible in a few of the aerial photos. Reportedly, liquid wastes were
di sposed of along the track prior to construction of the |agoon (1EPA 1989).

The west wing of the existing facility was used for diecasting and renelting of netals. The nost
commonly used netals were | ead brass, diecast steel, white metal, silver, and zinc. Reportedly, the
conpany used | ow vol unes of diluted cyanide solutions in the west wing operations and |large quantities
of al kal i ne conpounds and sul fur.

The east wing of the facility housed the finishing operations. Cyanide treatment and el ectropl ating
was conducted on the first floor. Trichloroethylene (TCE) treatment and refurbishing of meals were
perforned on the second floor. Reportedly, there were approximately ten dry wells used for disposa
of cyanide waste sludge on the north side of this wing. See Figure 1-2 for summary of site

condi tions.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

Parson's Conmpany obtained interimstatus to operate a hazardous waste managenent facility under the
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) in 1980. The conpany notified USEPA that hazardous
waste was stored on-site in tanks and containers. The listed waste streanms on the RCRA part A
application were FOO6 (wastewater electroplating treatnent sludges for electroplating operations and
FO09 (cl eaning bath solutions fromel ectropl ati ng operati ons where cyani des are used).

In 1982, the Illinois Attorney General's Ofice (which subsequently informed | EPA) received an
anonynous tip that the Parson's Conpany was going to cease operations and abandon hazardous wastes at
the site. A subsequent |EPA investigation found that Parson's Conpany stored cyanide plating wastes
in druns, treatnent tanks, underground storage tanks, and in an unlined | agoon. The |agoon

was used to contain overflows fromthe conpany's treatnment system Plating wastes include spent
strippers, electroplating sludges, degreasers, acids, heavy netals (those nbst comonly used were

| ead, brass, diecast steel, white netal, silver, and zinc), and cyanides. During the investigation

| EPA al so observed approximately 300 nmetal drums outside of the treatment building. Mst of the druns
were full, other were partially filled without lids, and some were enpty. Sone of the drums showed
signs of deterioration and | eakage.

At |1 EPA' s recomrendation, Parson's began a voluntary cleanup of the site. The cleanup was started but
on August 12, 1982, Parson's Conpany informed | EPA that the conpany had decl ared bankruptcy and was
not able to conplete the cleanup



Legal action by the State of Illinois followed, and an agreenment wi th D ckey-G abler was negotiated in
1982 to secure the Parson's Site. The Parson's Conpany renoved nost of the waste fromthe underground
storage tanks and installed a chain Iink fence around the lagoon. Materials in the rusting druns were
removed and pl aced in new seal ed druns, all drumred waste material was placed in the secured building
and signs were posted. In 1984, the on-site buildings were purchased by Filter Systems, Inc. of

Addi son, Illinois. The conmpany agreed to recycle and renove the druns, tanks, and other containers
stored in the building.

In February 1986, |EPA inspected the building following the Filter Systenms cleanup. |nmmediate
concerns were adequately dealt with since all plating solutions and wastes were safely contained
Subsequently all remaining wastes under the RCRA Part A permt were disposed by a qualified
contractor. Currently, Deveco Corporation, a conpany that blends chenicals for the plating industry,
operates in the building. Chemcals are safely stored in drunms inside the building or in above ground
t anks outsi de the buil ding.

1.0 PREVI QUS | NVESTI GATI ONS

As part of the August 1982 | EPA investigation, testing was conducted on the plating solutions found in
the drums and tanks and | agoon sedi ments. Results showed they contained el evated concentrations of
heavy netals. Two private wells, l|ocated approximately 1/2 nile fromthe site were al so sanpled for
inorganic chemicals. No concentrations were detected above state standards.

| EPA conducted a partial cleanup of areas outside the site building fromfall 1984 through spring
1985. Waste materials including |Iagoon |iquids and sludge were renoved and treated and di sposed of
off-site. A one-foot thick sludge seamwas uncovered at the bottom of the |agoon. Three underground
storage tanks were renoved while a fourth was left in place and filled with sand

From 1984 through 1989, |EPA and USEPA sanpl ed and anal yzed surface soil, subsurface soil, and
groundwat er sanples. Soil borings were drilled and three on-site monitoring wells were installed
Routi ne sanpling of some wells was conducted for approxinmately two years from 1985 to 1987. Surface
soi|l sanples, obtained fromareas west of the |agoon to determ ne effects of |agoon runoff, indicated
concentrations of nickel and copper slightly above nornal background |evels. G oundwater sanples
indicated that dissolved netals were above state standards. Al so, volatile organic conpounds (VQOCs)
were detected in groundwater sanples. Cbserved concentrations of these conpounds were above
respective state and federal standards. Due to these results and the naning of the site to the
National Priorities List (NPL), |EPA and USEPA entered into a cooperative agreement for the Parson's
Casket site. Pursuant to this agreenent, IEPAis performng an RI/FS to determne the full nature and
extent of contanination at the site.

2.0 REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

Field investigations at the Parsons' Site involved a two-phase approach. The Phase |I field program
was conducted from May to Septenber 1989. During this phase, 23 soil borings were drilled and

sanpl ed, 13 nonitoring wells were installed and two rounds of sanpling were conpl eted, a topographic
map was created and aquifer tests were perforned. Phase I, 11 soil borings were drilled and sanpl ed
groundwat er pl une chasi ng program was conducted, 15 nonitoring wells and one extraction well (a well
desi gned to receiver hydrocarbons floating on top of groundwater) were installed, and packer sanpling

and aquifer testing was perfornmed in the three deep bedrock borehol ed by USGS. Phase Il work al so

i ncluded coll ecting of geophysical logs in the three deep bedrock boreholes, aerial and | and surveying
to update the site map, and two rounds of sanpling and analysis of all Phase | and Il nonitoring
wel | s.

2.1 SAOL SAWPLING

A soil investigation was performed to | ocate and determ ne the nature and extent of contam nants in
surface and subsurface soils at the Parson's Site. Locations and concentrations of contam nants were
deternined fromsanples collected fromboth soil borings and nonitoring wells boreholes. Sanples of

background soil were also collected for conparison to soil sanples collected on-site. In addition
the soil investigation yielded geologic descriptions of soils and grain-size anal ysis of sel ected soi
sanpl es.

Phase | soil sanpling |ocations were chosen based on information fromIEPA' s file containing site

i nspection reports, menos, aerial photos and other site-related information, former Parson's Conpany
enpl oyees, and regional geologic reports. Phase Il soil sanpling | ocations were selected to provide
addi tional data on contaminants that may be nmigrating offsite. Sanples were analyzed for VOCs, SVCCs,
netals, and cyanide. See Figure 2-1 for the soil sanpling grid and | ocations



2.2 GROUNDWATER SAMPLI NG

Four rounds of groundwater sanpling were conducted during Phases | and Il of the RI. Phase
nmonitoring well |ocations were based on revi ew of regional geol ogical information, site-specific

geol ogic information previously collected by | EPA, and the sources previously nmentioned for soi
boring locations. Phase Il well |ocations were based on the plune chasing effort and to elininate
data gaps fromthe Phase | investigation. See Figure 2-2. for the groundwater nonitoring well

| ocations.

G oundwat er sanpling rounds 1 and 2 were conducted during Phase |, and consisted of sanpling and

anal ysis of 13 nonitoring wells. During Phase Il, groundwater sanpling rounds 3 and 4 consisted of
sanpling and analysis of the 13 Phase | wells and the 16 newy installed Phase Il wells. In addition

three wells were sanpled at the Taptite Production Facility of Cantar/Textron, Inc., a manufacturing
operations adjacent to the Parson's Conpany. Data collected fromall rounds of sanpling were intended
to determne the vertical and |lateral extent of contam nation. In addition, the groundwater quality
hydraul i cal | y upgradi ent of the site was investigated. Water |levels were used to determne

approxi mate groundwater flow directions and velocities. Goundwater sanples were anal yzed for the
foll owi ng paraneters

VOC (Vol atil e O ganic Conpounds)

SVCC (Sem - Vol atil e O gani c Conpounds)

Di ssolved Metals, total nmetals (on sel ected sanpl es)
Di ssol ved Cyani de

Ani ons

Cyani de anenabl e to chlorination

Al kalinity

Speci fic Conductivity, pH and tenperature.

See Figures 3-1 through 3-7 for location of cross section |lines referencing the geology of the site.
2.3 PLUVE CHASI NG

During the Phase Il field effort, a plune chasing investigation was perforned in an attenpt to nmap the
down-gradi ent |ateral extent of contam nation migration in the alluvial aquifer. Goundwater was
sanpl ed at selected | ocations through tenporary well points and anal yzed for target VOCs using

qui ck-turnaround (48-hour) lab analysis. Analytical results were then used to place nmonitoring wells
Specifically, results were used to decide whether to install a nonitoring well(s) at that |ocation or
nmove further downgradi ent and attenpt another well point. Wells were originally planned for areas
where no VOCs were detected. |f VOCs of concern were detected, then a second | ocation was to be
drilled further downgradient.

2.4 LI GHT NONAQUEOUS PHASE LI QUI D (LNAPL)

During Phase Il a product extraction well was installed to collect an LNAPL and groundwater directly
below it. Sanples were collected to deternine the conposition of the naterial and test for hazardous
conmpounds such as PCBs that are often present in waste oils. The LNAPL was sanpled for SVOCs and
Pesti ci de/ PCBs and groundwater was anal yzed for VOCs, SVQOCs, Pesticides/PCBs, and 2,3,7,8 TCDD TCDF
(D oxin).

2.5 RESIDENTI AL WELL SAMPLI NG

The purpose of the private well evaluation was to identify whether private wells were being inpacted
near the Parson's Site. Ten private wells were sanples which are approximately 0.5 nmile to 1.5 mles
fromthe site. Sanples were collected directly fromtaps that were in-line with the residence well.
No sanpl es exceeded Cass I, Illinois Goundwater Regul ations. Hones adjacent to the site are
serviced by the Gty of Belvidere's public water supply system

3.0 OTHER SI TE SAMPLI NG AND FI ELD ACTI VI TI ES

During the Phase Il field efforts, sanples of the metallic naterial in the smelter building of the
Parson's Conpany and of the clinker material and burned material on the surface of the site were
col | ect ed.

Metallic material was present inside and outside of the old snelter roomat the west corner of the
existing building. Specifically, |oose material was present on the ground and on the di scharged
equi pment in the room and nelted onto the walls of the building. Sanples were collected for

anal ysi s.



Cinker material, the residue fromcoal burning, is comonly used as the foundation of railroad beds.
This material was found throughout the Parson's Site in the top 1 to 3 feet of soils. A so, charred
wood chips, probably fromburned railroad ties, are also present. During Phase |, polynuclear
aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs) and creosote products were detected in surface sanples. PAHs and
creosote were suspected to result fromthe clinker material and burned wood chips. Sanples were
coll ected and anal ysis conducted or SVOCs, total mnetals, and cyanide. Aquifer testing of Phase |
monitoring wells was conducted by USEPA. The hydraulic conductivities of the aquifer(s) beneath the
site were determined fromrising and falling head slug tests. A rising head test is conducted by
removing a "slug" of water froma well and recording the change in water level with tine as the well
recovers to the static condition. A falling head test is the opposite, i.e., a sludge of water is
added.

Packer sanpling tests were conducted by the U S. Geol ogical Survey in three 150-foot bedrock borehol es
and one 300-foot bedrock borehole. The purpose of the packer sanpling was to determ ne the vertical
di stributions of VOCs, and the hydraulic properties of the bedrock under the Parson's Site.

USEPA is the | ead enforcenment Agency conducting the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) search
and any subsequent enforcenent actions.

COVWMUNI TY RELATI ON ACTI VI TI ES

An Administrative Record (AR) is available to the public at the IDA Public Library located in

Bel videre, Illinois, as required by CERCLA Sections 113(k)(2)(B)(i-v) and 117. The |EPA produced a
Community Relations Plan (CRP) in 1988 and an addendumto the plan was devel oped in July 1991.

The mailing list was updated prior to the rel ease of the Proposed Pl an/Public Hearing notice. A
Public Hearing was held on August 7, 1996 at the I DA Public Library regarding the Feasibility Study
(FS) and the Proposed Pl an.

SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNITS

1. The remedi al action consists of three operable units 1) Goundwater 2) Shallow Soil and 3) Deep
Soi | .

1. Goundwater Qperable Unit:
The groundwat er renedy selection will be concluded under a separate FS.
2. Shallow Soil Operable Unit:

For renediation purposes, this unit is being considered 1 foot or |ess below |and surface

(BLS). This unit's renmedy incorporates a "limted" no action, consisting of deed notices

and restriction of activities to nanage contact with soils of concern. The risk associated

with this site allows for an industrial scenario to continue with mnimal renedial activities (e.g.,
removal [and disposal] of shallow soils during the deep soil renedial action).

3. Deep Soil QOperable Unit:

For renediation purposes, this unit is being considered greater than 1 foot BLS to groundwater
(approximately 20 feet BLS). This unit's renedy involves excavation of only a portion of the deep
soils at the site. The excavated waste will be disposed of at an off-site disposal unit permtted to
accept the waste. The excavated area would then be filled with clean soil. This remedy greatly
reduces the toxicity, mobility and vol unme of contam nants that were discovered at the site.

SUMVARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
3.0 NATURE AND EXTENT OF GROUNDWATER CONTAM NATI ON

VOCs have been detected in the groundwater in alluvial and fractured dol omte (bedrock) aquifers bel ow
the Parson's Site. The main VOCs detected in the study area are tetrachl oroet hyl ene (PCE),
trichloroethylene (TCE), and 1,1, 1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA). Degradation products such as

1, 2-di chl oroet hyl ene (1, 2-DCE), 1, 1-dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE), 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA), and

vinyl chloride al so have been detected in association with the parent conpounds.

The pattern of VOC contam nation indicates a possibility that two plunes exist within the parson's
Site Renedial Investigation study area. Two contour plots are presented in Figures 4-7 and 4-8 to
show contam nant migration patterns. PCE is only detected in the western and south to sout hwestern
portions of the deep alluvial aquifer, and does appear to be migrating away fromthe site. TCE and



1,1,1-TCA in contrast, appear to be migrating away fromthe site | agoon area. Ratioing of TCE to
1,1,1-TCA concentrations show that sanples with the highest ratios are directly adjacent to the |agoon
area or down-gradient. Since TCE and 1,1, 1-TCA have approximately the sane nmobility, these results
probably indicate that TCE was predoni nant conpound used at the Parson's Site. Vinyl chloride was
only detected in the southern nost wells of the study area, and appears to be associated with the PCE
pl une

The greatest concentration of TCE detected in the deep alluvial wells is associated with the previous
location of the lagoon. Contam nation is concentrated at the forner |ocation of the | agoon and
decreases toward the southeast. However, elevated concentrati ons of TCE were also detected in the
south and sout hwest portions of the study area

G oundwater flow in the deep alluvial aquifer is primarily toward the southeast and is consistent with
TCE migration away fromthe | agoon area in this direction. However, TCE is also present in the south
and sout hwest study area deep alluvial wells, which is cross-gradient from contam nation associ at ed
with the lagoon. Two explanations may account for contam nation in the south and southwest: a
separate historical source to the west or southwest, or changing groundwater flow.

PCE was only detected in deep alluvial wells in the south and southwestern portions of the study
areas. The PCE to TCE ratio is higher for groundwater sanples in the southwestern portion of the study
area. This area is cross gradient fromthe Parson's Site, and since little PCE is associated with
wells on-site, this increase in PCE concentrations is consistent with another source (or sources) of
cont anmi nati on

VOC contamination has mgrated into the bedrock aquifer. However, because of the heterogeneous

flow which nay develop in a fractured bedrock systeminterpretati on of extent of contam nation is
difficult. Hydrogeol ogic investigations by USGS of the bedrock near the site (MIls 1992a, 1992b
1992¢) indicates that contamination has mgrated into the Saint Peter sandstone, an aquifer which
supplies water to nunicipal wells. Therefore, it is possible that this contanination may have spread
toward Municipal Wells Nos. 4 and 6.

Anion results indicate an increase of chloride in several portions of the study area. 1In general
these results appear to be associated with contam nant plunes both fromthe | agoon area, and in the
south to southwestern portions of the study area

The LNAPL detected in the center of the site contains VOCs and SVOCs. Several of the VOCs are al so
associ ated with groundwater contam nation detected directly bel ow the LNAPL and in other wells through
the study area. Although the LNAPL may be a source of contamination to the groundwater, it is not
interpreted as the primary source nainly because of the limted area of influence. Qher wells
cross-gradi ent fromthe LNAPL show concentrations at the same order of magnitude as groundwater
directly below the LNAPL. SVOCs were detected in groundwater bel ow the LNAPL, but these conpounds
were not detected in any other wells, therefore, migration of these conpounds is not considered

ext ensi ve.

Results frominorgani c chem cal analysis indicate that sone nigration of analytes such as copper and
ni ckel may be occurring, but only results fromwells on-site show concentrations above Illinois d ass
I Goundwater Standards or Federal MCLs; therefore, migration of these analytes is |ocalized.

Cyani de was detected in several wells on-site, primarily in the eastern portions. In general, these
concentrations are | ow except for sanples fromone well (GL12S) which are near State and Federa

regul atory criteria. Analysis indicates that this cyanide is not anenable to chlorination, therefore
the possibility for cyanide mgrating to groundwater is significantly reduced. Potential cyanide
mgration to the east and southeast is not conpletely bounded by wells. Chemcals detected in the
groundwat er can be found in Table 1-4.

G oundwater is being investigated under a separate operable unit and will be concluded under a future
FS. The information provided above is for conparison purposes and to provided additional infornmation
in support of the soil operable units renedy sel ection

4.0 NATURE AND EXTENT OF SO L CONTAM NATI ON

The results of the shallow soil (1 foot or Iess BLS) anal yses indicate areas of surface organic and
inorganic contanination currently exist; these appear to be due to spillage fromthe old railroad spur
and pl ating tanks, vertical tanks |located north of the site, or drums which were spilled or |eaking
chemcals. Chenicals detected in the soil above background | evels are frequently associated with

pl ati ng sol uti ons (heavy netals and cyanide) or are used as cleaning solvents. This surface soi
contami nation by netals nay pose ingestion or inhalation health threats. See Figure 1-1, Table 1-1



and Table 1-2 for sunmmaries of shallow and background soil results.

In general, the results fromthe deep-soil boring investigation indicate that small isolated areas
around the ol d | agoon area at greater than 1 foot to 20 feet BLS exists with | ow concentrations of
VOC, SVOC, and inorganic chenicals. These areas may have been m ssed during excavation of the |agoon
including a sludge seam observed during the 1984-85 renoval action. These remaining chem cals, my
still be contributing to groundwater contami nation. Chemcals detected in the deep soils are

summari zed in Table 1-3

The predom nately carbonate facies groundwater suggests that bicarbonates and carbonates shoul d al so
be present. Under these groundwater conditions, the heavy neal s copper, nickel, lead, and zinc are
nost |ikely present as +2 species or as oxides/hydroxi des.

Current groundwater conditions indicate that the nmetals of concern should not be very mobile in
groundwat er. However, conditions during past on-site disposal activities may have been different,
allowing at least initially, for the metals to mgrate. Such conditions could have been caused by

di sposal of bulk quantities of acid waste, such as plating waste. The netals would have been sol ubl e
in

the acids and mgrated fromthe site until the dilution by the groundwater and reaction with the soi
was

sufficient to raise the pHto neutral conditions.

Cyani des may have been present as netal | ocyani des. However, they have probably dissociated to sone
extent in the groundwater and migrated relatively freely, although their sporadic presence may be an
i ndi cation that biodegradation has renoved nmuch of these conpounds.

The distribution of contam nants in groundwater beneath and in the vicinity of the site and nearby
residential areas indicates that conditions that allow for the nobility of these contam nants existed
in the

past. Since the fluid in the | agoon was hi gher than the el evation of the surroundi ng groundwater,
contam nants in the |agoon could have migrated into the groundwater. Additionally, contam nants in
other areas of the site could also have mgrated into the groundwater

Sem vol atile organi c conpounds (e.g., PAHs) are probably a result of railroad operations (burning or
treting of ties; disposal of "clinker" material). These conpounds are not nobile, and may be
bi odegr adabl e.

5.0 CHEM CAL FATE AND TRANSPORT

Chemicals released into the environnent interact with the natural surroundings. Their persistence in
the environnent is affected by soil chemstry, nature of soft gas, atnospheric interactions and
groundwat er chemistry. Interaction with other chemcals (both natural and anthropogenic), presence of
bacteria, and availability of gaseous radicals and acids also affects the fate of rel eased chenmi cal s.
Organic and inorgani c contam nants that are present at the site are subject to several processes which
control their novement and fate. Adsorption is the nain process which retards (relative to average
groundwat er vel ocity) the novenent of contaminants. Via adsorption, contam nants are absorbed onto
organic matter and/or clay surfaces. Adsorption of netals to clay surfaces renoves them from
groundwater. Calculated retardation factors for the organic contam nants within the saturated zone
range between 1.6 and 4.0, dependi ng upon the organic content. Average shallow groundwater velocity
is estinated to be between 0.005 to 3 ft./day thus yielding approxi mate organi c- cont am nant

groundwat er-transport rates ranging froma low of .00l ft./day to a high of 1.9 ft./day in the shall ow
aquifer. Rates within the deep aquifer are of the sane order of nagnitude. Rates within the vadose
zone woul d be considerably | ower due to allowed water content. Rates for vapor transport, however

are slightly higher. Calculated vapor-phase retardation factors range between 1.6 to 1.9

Al t hough adsorption tends to slow the nigration of contaninants, persistence of "parent" contaninants
is affected by abiotic and biotic transformations. The same general principles of sorption and
transformations are valid in the unsaturated and saturated zones. Both are controlled by anount of
water and thus, nost likely to occur at soil -- and rock-water interfaces (i.e., perched zones
regions of high clay content) and within the saturated zone. The result of transfornmations is the
breakdown of original parent contam nants to byproducts which nay be subject to further breakdowns.
The present of 1,1-DCE, 1,1-DCA and vinyl chloride indicates that transfornmations of PCE, TCE, and
1,1,1-TCA may be occurring. See Figure 5-1

The sorption, or precipitation, of metals is dependent on several factors which include availability
of water and pH Eh conditions of the local environment. Eh is the oxidation reduction potential which
i ndi cates whether groundwater is in an oxidizing or reducing state. |In the presence of alkaline soils



subject to the right conditions (e.g., pH greater than 8), certain netals will tend to precipitate.
Slight changes in conditions, however, would result in the dissolution of any precipitated netals.
Assuming a systemwith a pHof 6.5 to 7.5, the observed netals can exist as several different val ences
dependi ng on the Eh val ue

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS
6.0  BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT

Ri sk Assessnment is an essential conmponent of the RI/FS at Superfund hazardous waste sites. A
basel i ne ri sk assessnment was conducted as part of the R for the Parson's Site to assess site
conditions in the absence of remedial actions to, nore specifically, evaluate potential risks to human
health, and to support the determ nation of the need for site remediation. It exam ned the presence
and rel ease of chemcals fromthe site, the observed | evels of chemcal contam nants in the

envi ronnent, the potential routes of exposure to human receptors, and the likelihood of adverse health
effects following contact with contam nated environnmental nedia. An ecol ogical assessnent was not
conducted since the Parson's Site is very snmall and located in the heart of an industrial section of
Bel videre. In addition, there are no known endangered species present or critical habitats within the
site. In conducting this baseline risk assessnment, the USEPA gui dance docunment (USEPA 1989) was used
as a primary source of information

The baseline risk assessnent involves performng four key steps: identification of potentia

chem cal s of concern; an exposure assessnment; a toxicity assessnent; and a risk characterization. In
addition, an 7uncertainty evaluation, a qualitative assessnment of the effect of uncertainty on the
risk evaluation, a qualitative assessnent of the effect of uncertainty on the risk assessnment of the
Parson's Site is presented.

Uncertainty is inherent in the selection or derivation of key input paranmeters and in conducting

anal yses. Results of the baseline risk assessment nust be viewed as estimates that span a range of
possi bl e val ues that may be understood only in light of the fundanental assunptions and methods used
in the evaluation. Gven that the verified toxicity neasures used in baseline risk assessment are
establ i shed by USEPA, the greatest sources of uncertainty are the deterninati on of exposure point
concentrations, the devel opnent of exposure scenarios, and the derivation of long-termintake or dose
estimates for the human receptors at greatest risk

6.1 | DENTI FI CATI ON OF POTENTI AL CHEM CALS OF CONCERN

Results of the analysis of soil and groundwater the Parson's Site were evaluated for use in the
basel i ne public health risk assessnent. Chenicals in shallow soils were identified and incorporated
into the baseline risk assessment by conparison with background shallow soils. The risk assessnent
characterized the risks of the site-related soil set and background soil separately.

The | eaching of contaminants fromdeep soils (greater than 1 foot BLS) to groundwater, another source
of potential contam nation, was exam ned as part of the risk assessnent. This is an inportant pathway
because it addresses the potential for deep soils contributing to groundwater contam nation. An

equi | i brium partioni ng approach was utilized to produce the maxi num possi bl e concentration of a
contami nant in groundwater resulting fromthe | eaching process occurring in deep soils

6.2  EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT

The exposure assessment is intended to estinate the type and nagnitude of exposure to the chem cals of
potential concern that are present at or being released fromthe Parson's Site. It involves
characteri zing the exposure setting and potential pathways, and provides the franework for the
characterization of potential health risks. This exposure assessnment focuses on potential exposures
given existing site conditions, and does not eval uate past exposures.

Exposur e pat hways are defined as those specific nmechani sns by which an individual or a population is
exposed to chemical contami nants present at a site or released by a site. Four elenents conprise an
exposure pathway: (1) a source and nechanismfor direct exposure or release of chemcals to the
environnent; (2) an environnmental transport nedium(e.g., air, water); (3) a point or site of
potential human contact with the contam nant nedi um (exposure point); and (4) a hunan exposure route
(e.g., ingestion, inhalation, dermal contact). Each exposure pathway, therefore, is a specific
nmechani sm of potential human exposure, and the total exposure of an individual or popul ation nay be a
conposite of several separate exposure pathways.

A conceptual nodel of the Parson's Site has been devel oped to characterize the transport of a chenmica
fromthe source of release to receptors at potential risk of exposure. Contam nant sources associ at ed



with the Parson's Site are categorized as primary or secondary. Prinmary sources are those hazardous
wast es di sposed of in the |agoon and other |ocalized areas where wastes were introduced onto the soi
surface within the confines of the site, for exanple, |ocations of plating solution at above- and
bel ow ground tanks. Secondary sources are those hazardous constituents that are transported or
mgrate to a new |l ocation. These include |eachate and soil

A nunber of exposure pat hways were exanined for children and adults in the community, on-site

wor kers, and construction workers. For children this includes ingestion of surface soils, inhalation
of surface soils, and dernmal contact with surface soils. The sane exposure pathways were consi dered
for adults. For on-site workers and constructi on workers specific exposure pat hways incl ude
ingestion, inhalation, and derrmal contact with surface and shallow soils. A variety of exposure
equations and assunptions are used to derive intake estimates for these exposure pat hways.

6.3 TOXIAATY ASSESSMENT

The objectives of the toxicity assessnent are to evaluate the inherent toxicity of the conpounds under
investigation, and to identify and sel ect toxicological nmeasures for use in evaluating the
significance of the exposure. |In the devel opnent of these toxicological neasures for the Parson's
Site, availabl e dose-response data from USEPA dat abases were reviewed on the adverse effects to human
receptors

6.4 R SK CHARACTERI ZATI ON

Ri sk characterization is the process of integrating results of the exposure and toxicity assessnents
by conparing estinmates of intake or some with appropriate toxicity measures to devel op an indication
of the potential for adverse effects in exposed popul ations. The objective of the public health risk
characterization is to determne if exposure to chemicals present at or released fromthe Parson's
Site poses an unacceptable risk to hunman health. R sk characterization is conducted separately for
car ci nogeni ¢ and noncarci nogeni ¢ effects. Risk assessnent results help determ ne the need for site
remedi ation. The following is a brief synopsis of the results of the risk characterization for each
of the four human receptor categories. |t addresses risk associated with exposure to mean
concentrations only (except for |ead exposure in children, which addresses the reasonabl e nmaxi mum
exposure [RVE] results). Please refer to Table 1-5 for a summary of soil risk at the Parsons Site.

Direct Contact Wth Shall ow Soils
Current Receptor: Site Wrker

The excess carcinogenic risk associated with exposure to site soil is 1 x 10-6, with ingestion of soi
containing arsenic driving the risk by dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene in the soil. No
noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health effects are expected as a result of exposure to site soils. The risk
associated with site and background soils are identical

Qurrent Receptor: Adult Trespasser

The excess carcinogenic risk associated with exposure to site soil is 2 x 10-7, with ingestion of soi
containing arsenic driving the risk followed by dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene in the soil. The
excess carcinogenic risk for background soils is in the same order of magnitude at 1 x 10-7
Carcinogenic risk of this nmagnitude is considered acceptable. No carcinogenic adverse health effects
are expected as a result of exposure to site or background soils.

Future Receptor: Adult Resident

The excess carcinogenic risk associated with exposure to site soil is 3 x 10-6, with ingestion of soi
containing arsenic driving the risk followed by dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene in the soil. This
risk is identical to that associated with background soil and nay be consi dered noderately acceptabl e
No noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health effects are expected as a result of exposure to site or background

soi | s.

Future Receptor: Child Resident

The excess carcinogenic risk associated with exposure to site soil is 3 x 10-6, with ingestion of soi
containing arsenic driving the risk followed by dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene in the soil. This
risk is identical to that associated with background soil and nay be consi dered noderately acceptable
No noncarci nogeni ¢ adverse health effects are expected as a result of exposure to site soil
Background soil, with a Hazard Quotient of 1, may be associated with a noncarci nogeni c adverse health
effect, with ingestion of soil containing manganese driving the risk



Lead exposure for children was eval uated using the |Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Mdel for
RME concentrations of |ead. Results indicated no adverse health effects are anticipated from exposure
to lead at RMVE concentrations in site soil.

Future Receptor: Site Wrker

The excess carcinogenic risk associated with exposure to site soil is 1 x 10-6, with ingestion of soil
containing arsenic driving the risk followed by dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene in the soil. This
risk is identical to that associated w th background soil and nay be considered acceptable. No
noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health effects are expected as a result of exposure to site or background
soil.

Future Receptor: Construction Wrker

The excess carcinogenic risk associated with exposure to site soil is 2x10-7, with ingestion of soil
containing arsenic driving the risk followed by dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene in the soil. This
ri sk may be considered acceptable. Exposure to background soil presents a greater, but still

accept abl e, carcinogenic risk of 6x10-7. No noncarci nogeni ¢ adverse health effects are expected as a
result of exposure to site or background soil.

Future Receptor: Adult Trespasser

The excess carcinogenic risk associated with exposure to site soil is 1x10-7, with ingestion of soil
containing arsenic driving the risk followed by dermal contact with benzo(a)pyrene in the soil. This
risk is identical to that associated w th background soil and nay be considered acceptable. No
noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health effects are expected as a result of exposure to site or background
soil.

Ri sk Associated with Deep Soils

The greatest risk associated with the deep soil operable unit is through | eaching of contam nants from
the site into the groundwater. G oundwater beneath the site has consistently shown risk above the
10-6 and hazard quotients greater than 1 for carcinongenic and noncarci nongenic risk, respectively.

It appears that the groundwater will continue to be degraded by contam nants fromthe fornmer |agoon
area and potentially fromthe suspected dry wells. Maxi num Contam nant Levels (MCLs) have al so been
exceeded for VOCs in groundwater beneath the former |agoon area.

Al so, the TCE parts per billion (ppb) concentrations for the deep alluvial aquifer at the site
indicate an estinmate of the upper confidence |evel (UCL) may be cal culated at 200 ppb. 1In a
residential groundwater ingestion scenario for the excess lifetine cancer risk (ELCR) of 1.0E-04
occurs at a calculation of 160 ppb. Therefore, at 200 ppb the higher end of the Superfund risk range
of 1.0E-04 to 1.0E-06 woul d be expected to be exceeded.

Furthernore, conparisons to the soil screening levels (SSL) guidance to deep soil data indicate SSLs
for the protection of groundwater have been exceeded for the follow ng chem cals: TCE,
Benzo(a) ant hracene, Chrysene, Methyl ene Chloride, N N trosodi phenyl am ne, Pentachl orophenol,

Arsenic (borderline), Barium Cadm um (borderline), and N ckel. The conclusions are based upon
approxi mati ons of the UCLs for these chemcals in deep soil. Therefore, the deep soil data appears to
conplinent the results of the groundwater nmonitoring data, i.e., exceedances of SSLs generally results

in significant and unacceptable risk in groundwater.

REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

During renedi al design, prelimnary renediation goals will be established to determ ne soil cleanup
levels to address the risks fromdeep soils to groundwater. These goals shall ensure that the |evel
of conpounds in groundwater do not exceed the upper bound of USEPA's acceptable risk range or 10-4

or any Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) or non-zero MCLGs.

DESCRI PTI ON AND EVALUATI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Al ternatives were devel oped and screened so that renedial action technol ogi es would be consistent with
the NCP. Alternative retained include the follow ng:

SHALLOW SO L ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 - "LIMTED'" NO ACTI ON

Description of Shallow Soil Alternative No. 1



A"limted" no action alternative is proposed that includes passive neasures such as fencing of the
property, and the posting of warning signs, and devel opnent of deed notices/restrictions to preclude
use of the property fromcertain activities. Mnitoring mght also be included to neasure contam nant
concentrations in surface water runoff and/or dust originating fromthe site.

Eval uati on of Shallow Soil Alternative No. 1

Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The potential exposure of humans to surface soil at the Parson's Site is by the foll owi ng mechani sns:

1 I ngestion of surface soi

Dermal contact with surface soil

I nhal ati on of surface soil particul ates.

Ri sk estimates vary for different scenarios of site use, but based on potential future uses by adults
and/or children for recreational play, the surface soil fromthe site woul d have an excess risk of
cancer of slightly greater than 10-6 (one in 1,000,000). The potential risk is due primarily to

i ngestion of arsenic and dermal contact with PAHs and netals.

The PAHs probably result fromclinkers left fromthe burning of wood and coal in the | oconotives, and
the burning of wooden railroad ties. These contam nants nmay al so have been fromcoal fire furnaces at
the site. The manganese concentrations are bei ng conparable to background soils at the site and
Il'linois background | evels for soils.

In sumrary, the no action alternative for shallow soils would | eave surface soil contanmination in

pl ace that presents a potential cancer threat of slightly nmore than 10-6 from prol onged skin contact
or ingestion to future adult or child residents. Institutional nethods (fencing, warning signs) and
deed/ zoning restrictions can be effective in preventing public access to the Parson's Site.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

There are no nunerical standard potential ARARs for specific chemcals in contaninated soils, such as
the MCLs that have been promnul gated for drinking water under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.

I nstead, when necessary, risk assessment cal culations are nade to estinmated acceptable |evels of soi
contami nated. These cal culations require the estimation of exposure routes, dosages, exposed

popul ation characteristics, and other factors for each chem cal at each site. The risk assessnent for
the shallow soils at the Parson's Site has a cal cul ated potential excess cancer risk slightly over
10-6, for sone potential future use scenarios

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume

The limted no action alternative would take no action to reduce the toxicity, nobility or vol unme of
substances present in the shallow soil. Natural processes such as bi odegradati on, however, woul d
gradual |y reduce the concentrati on of organic contam nants over a long period of tine. And, it is
inevitable that some shallow soils will be renoved during the renedial action for the deep soi
operable unit, thus further reducing the shallow soils' potential to pose a risk. The use of
institutional controls alone would not satisfy the CERCLA (121(b)) preference for treatnent as a
primary el enent of a renedial alternative. However, under the current |and use scenario, no action is
required to reduce TMW/ based on risk cal cul ati ons showi ng no unacceptabl e adverse health effects for
an industrial use category.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Because the limted no action alternative would not involve a renedial construction activity, this
screening criteria is generally not applicable. Fencing and warning signs can be partially effective
in the short-termto prevent public exposure to on-site contaninated soil

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

The existing potential residual risk would be unabated should the site be open to the public where
dermal contact and accidental ingestion could occur. However, given the |ow | evels of chem cals and
extrenely low health risk associated with shallow soils, the linted no-action alternative would be
effective for a future industrial use scenario. Residential use poses only a slight health risk in a
future property use scenario and can effective be controlled with deed/ zoning restrictions. Long-term



groundwat er nmonitoring is proposed to be conpleted under the deep soil operable unit.
I npl enentability

Limtations on access, such as fencing and warning signs, are readily inplenentable. The placenent of
deed restrictions to prevent certain types of future site use would require coordination with
cogni zant | ocal agencies controlling property transfers and |and use to ensure conpliance.

Cost

Capital costs for Shallow Soil Alternative No. 1, limted no action, are estimated at $33, 000 for
fencing and warning signs. Annual operations and nai ntenance costs of $9, 500 include nonitoring,
reporting, and the 5-year public health evaluation. No cost is estimated for institutional controls
to enforce deed restrictions. Present worth costs are $179,000 assuning a 5 percent interest rate.

SHALLOW SO L ALTERNATI VE NO. 2 - EXCAVATI ON, OFF- SI TE TRANSPORT AND DI SPCSAL
Description of Shallow Soil Alternative No. 2

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative would involve excavation of contam nated surface soil
pl acenent of excavated soil in haul trucks, transport of soil to an off-site disposal facility, and
di sposal of soil in a contained |and disposal unit pernitted to accept the waste. The excavation
woul d then be refilled with inported clean fill.

Excavati on woul d be perforned using conventional earth noving equi pnent, though the specific equi pnent
to be used would be identified during the construction stage. Soil sanpling would be used

to determ ne the necessary depth of soil excavation or to assure the renoval of soil contam nated
above sel ected contam nant |evels. Follow ng excavation, the shall ow excavated area woul d be regraded
as necessary with clean fill to provide proper drainage and work area el evations, and the site woul d
be reveget at ed.

The maj or types of excavation and renoval for shallow soils are casting/loadi ng excavati on, and

haul i ng excavation. It is expected that around 5,300 cubic yards of soil would be renoved fromthe
surface over nost of the site. Sanpling would be conducted to confirmthat the soil being excavated
is contanminated to | evel s requiring renediation.

Excavation can be acconplished with a wide variety of conventional equipnent. Basic types of
excavation machinery fall into the follow ng general categories:

Backhoes

Cranes and attachments (draglines and cl anshel | s)
Dozers and | oaders

Scrapers.

O f-Site Transport

Transport fromthe site can be performed with trucks. A variety of haul tracks are avail able for
transporting excavated materials and waste druns.

The transportation of hazardous wastes is regulated by the U S. Departnent of Transportation, the
USEPA, states, and, in sone instances, by local ordinances and codes. |n addition, nore stringent
federal regul ations also govern the transportati on and di sposal of highly toxic and hazardous
materials such as PCBs and radi oactive wastes. Applicable U S Department of Transportation

regul ations incl ude:

Department of Transportation 49 CFR, Parts 172-179
Departnment of Transportation 49 CFR, Part 1387 (46 CFR 30974, 47073)
Departnment of Transportati on DOT-E 8876.

The USEPA regul ati ons under RCRA (40 CFR Parts 262 and 263) adopt DOT regul ations pertaining to
| abel i ng, placarding, packaging, and spill reporting. These regulations also inpose certain
addi tional requirements for conpliance with the manifest systemand record keeping.

In general, haul trucks for off-site transport of hazardous wastes nust be DOT approved and nust

di spl ay the proper DOT placard. Contaminated soils can be hauled in box trailers, and druns can be
hauled in box trailers or flat bed trucks. The trucks should be lined with plastic and/or absorbent
materi al s.



Of-Site Treatnent and D sposal

The off-site disposal facility is a landfill which neets RCRA standards. The RCRA requirenents under
40 CFR Part 264 and all associ ated gui dance and regul ati ons are concerned with the proper |ocation,
desi gn, construction operation, and mai ntenance of hazardous waste managenent facilities. Due to the
land ban requirenents, it may not be possible to directly landfill the excavated soils. The follow ng
val ues are the guidelines above which stabilization would be required:

Chemi cal Level Met hod*
Cadm um 0.19 ppm TCLP
Chr om um 0.86 ppm TCLP
Lead 0. 37 ppm TCLP
N ckel 5.0 ppm TCLP
Silver 0.3 ppm TCLP
Total Cyanide 590 ppm TCA
Anenabl e Cyani de 30 ppm TCA

* TCLP = Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure

TCA = Total Constituent Analysis

Since no TCLP anal ysis was done on the Parson's Site soils, it is uncertain whether the shallow soils
woul d require stabilization prior to disposal. Stabilization treatnent can be conducted at many

RCRA- approved | andfills. However, it is believed that stabilization will not be required for shallow
soi | s.

In addition to the netals content of the shallow soils |isted above, PAHs and ot her organi cs nmay
determ ne whether or not the shallow soils can be landfilled directly without treatment. For exanple,
if certain organic constituents exceed the |and disposal |limts, biorenediation or incineration have
to be considered prior to landfilling. The follow ng values indicate that the existing PAH val ues
will probably not trigger the land ban restrictions.

Limt beyond which

Maxi mum Level direct landfilling may
Chemi cal Encount ered (ppb) not be possi bl e (ppb) Wast e Code*
Benzo(a) ant hr acene 2,250 3, 400 w018
Chrysene 2,500 3,400 U050
Di et hyl pht hal at e 380 28, 000 uo88
Benzo( a) pyr ene 1, 900 3,400 w022

*- Denotes concentrations for |and disposal restriction, not waste designation for contami nants found
at
the site.

Eval uation of Shallow Alternative No. 2
Overal |l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative would be protective of hunman health and the
environnent at the site. Contami nated soil would be renoved fromthe site preventing further
potential for surface water runoff contam nation, direct soil contact, and groundwater percolation.
Overal | protectiveness woul d be dependent on the integrity of the receiving landfill and soil
treatnent, if any, performed at the receiving facility. |If no treatnment is enployed, the toxicity and
vol ume of the contami nated soils would not be reduced. Treatment by stabilization would increase

vol ume and decrease nobility, but would not affect toxicity. The greatest risk during inplenmentation
woul d be fromthe transport of a large volume of soil to the landfill. Spills or transport accidents
could threaten public health and the environnent along the transportation route.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative could be designed, inplemented, and conpleted to
address all ARARs regardi ng excavation and transport of hazardous waste. The only significant ARAR

i ssue associated with the alternative relates to RCRA | and di sposal stipulations for several

conpounds.

Shal | ow soils nay be classified as FO06 waste, as defined in the Federal Register of August 17, 1988,
40 CFR Part 264 through 268. These wastes require stabilization prior to landfilling. TCLP tests are
needed to determine if stabilization of the contam nated soil is required prior to disposal.



Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol unme

The off-site | and disposal alternative without treatnent offers no overall reduction in toxicity and
volume. Mobility of the shallow soil contaminants renoved fromthe Parson's Site woul d obvi ously be
reduced

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Potential concerns with excavation, renoval, and off-site disposal are associated wi th worker safety,
short-terminpacts, and institutional aspects. Were hazardous chemicals are present, excavati on can
pose a substantial risk to worker safety. Short-terminpacts such as VOCs and fugitive dust em ssion
and contaninated run-off may al so be a concern. Preventive nmeasures can be desi gned and constructed
to minimze potential effects to human health and the environnent during excavation and transport.
Personal protective equi pment woul d be used to protect workers during the action. Dust contro
measures woul d be enpl oyed to prevent fugitive em ssions fromaffecting the surroundi ng popul ati on and
environnent. Surface water runoff control neasures would be used to prevent contam nant rel ease
Decont ami nati on procedures woul d be enpl oyed to prevent spread of contam nation beyond site
boundari es.

Excavati ons and ot her construction activity performed on the site as part of future renedial actions
shoul d be done with an approved health and safety plan in effect. The plan should provide for
necessary personnel protective equipnent to protect workers. |In addition, the plan should provide for
air nonitoring at the site boundaries to ensure that off-site enissions are not potentially harnful to
the public.

It is estimated that this alternative could be acconplished in a 3 to 4 nmonth tine frane. |[f
acconpl i shed in a phased nanner to acconmopdate operations at the facility, the inplenentati on period
may be | onger

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

Factors consi dered under |ong-term protectiveness include magnitude of residual risk, long-term
reliability, potential of future public exposure to residual concentrations and potential need for
repl acenent of the renedy.

Magni tude of Residual Risk. The off-site disposal alternative would offer significant |ong-term

ef fectiveness through the removal of shallow soils potentially inpacting surface water and creating a
direct contact risk at the site. Renoval would elimnate |long-terminpacts from contam nated shal | ow
soils at the site

Long-TermReliability. Because wastes would be renoved fromthe site, overall long-termeffectiveness
woul d be dependent on the long-termintegrity of the landfill receiving the waste

Potential of Future Exposure to Residual Concentrations. |If all the RCRA requirenents are

i npl enent ed, di sposal of the contaminated soil at a Qass | landfill is expected to be effective
long-term Since only the top foot of soil is renoved, restrictions would apply to future excavation
of soils. For exanple, if soils are renmoved for a footing of a building, the workers must be properly
protected and the soil disposed as a hazardous waste if tests so indicate.

Inpl emrentability

The off-site disposal alternative is easily inplementable. No unusual difficulty with excavation,
transport, and disposal is expected. A potential inplementability issue is related to the capacity of
off- site facilities to accept soil fromthe Parson's Site.

At this tine there are no difficulties identified in obtaining permits or approvals related to
inplenentation of this alternative. The off-site facility destination would have to conduct screening
tests to determine if the soils can be accepted at these facilities.

The equi pment necessary to inplenment this alternative is readily available. Standard construction
equi pnent coul d be used for excavation activities. The excavated areas would have to be refilled with
clean fill which is readily available fromnearby |ocations. For work on-site, health and safety
(CSHA-certified) trai ned personnel nust be used

Cost



The estinmated capital and present worth cost for excavation of shallow soils and disposal in an
off-site disposal facility without treatnent is $1,802,000. O&Mcosts are $9,500. Present worth
costs are 1,948,000, assuning a 5 percent interest rate and 30-year life

If stabilization treatment of the soil is required prior to disposal, the estinmated capital and
present worth cost increases to $2,696, 000 based on an added cost of $135 per cubic yard for chenica
stabilization charged at the disposal site. The soil expands when renoved fromthe ground

approxi mately 25 percent, so 6,625 cu. yds. of soil are estimated for stabilization

SHALLOW SO L ALTERNATI VE NO 3 - EXCAVATI ON, ON-SI TE FI XATI ON AND DI SPOSAL | NTO AN ON- SI TE CORRECTI VE
ACTI ON MANAGEMENT UNI'T ( CAMJ)

Description of Shallow Soil Alternative No. 3

The maj or shallow soil contam nation is estimated as the upper one foot of the identified contam nated
soils located in an area of approxi mately 144,000 square feet covering nost of the site. The
estinmated volune of shallow soil in these areas is approxi mately 5,300 cubic yards. Wen excavated,
this soil would expand to approxinmately 6,625 cubic yards. The shallow soils contain volatile and
senivol atil e organi ¢ conpounds, inorgani c conpounds and cyani de. The excavation, on-site fixation
(stabilization) and on-site disposal alternative consists of excavating contamni nated surface soils at
the site, stabilizing the soils on-site and di sposing of the stabilized material in an approved
corrective action managenent unit (CAMJ) constructed on-site. Excavation of the soils would use
conventional equipment and be simlar to excavation for purposes of off-site disposal

The equi prrent use for soil stabilization is simlar to that used for cenent mxing and handling. It
includes a feed system mixing vessels, and curing area. Nunerous firns offer on-site chemca
stabilization services and provide expertise in selecting critical paraneters, including selection of
stabilizing agents and other additives, the waste-to-additive ratio, mxing, and curing conditions.
The stabilized soil would be placed directly into an on-site corrective action nanagement unit (CAMJ).

The CAMUJ coul d be designed to neet the standard of RCRA 40 CFR Part 264. The CAMJ design
used for cost estimating purposes consists of the follow ng |ayers, fromthe bottomto the top

A graded native soil foundation

2-foot layer of clay, or |ow perneabl e adm xtures
60 m | HDPE I|iner

Geotextil e separation | ayer

2-foot native soil protective |ayer

15-f oot (average) |ayer of soils of concern placed in a cel
12-inch sand | ayer over treated soi

60 mi| HDPE liner

12-inch sand | ayer above nenbrane

Ceotextil e separation | ayer

18-inch fill layer using native soi

6-inch seeded top soil |ayer

O her designs night be acceptable and can be considered during design phases if this alternative is
sel ected. The above cell cross-section is a typical design. The required cell area would be
approxi mately 2 acre, including a perineter road and drai nage swal es.

The chemi cal stabilization would be done on-site adjacent to the |location selected for the CAMJ
Bench-scal e tests on representative soil sanples woul d be necessary to determ ne the best type and

quality of additives to achieve good chem cal stabilization of the soil. The TCLP test would be
conducted on the stabilized sanples to assess the reduction in |eachability of the contam nants in the
soil. Bench-scale tests have not been done, so the quality and kind of additives listed in the cost

estimate have no basis, except that portland cement (or fly ash) at 0.3 Ib/Ib of soil and sodi um
silicate at 0.15 I b/l b of soil have provided a well-established soil nixture el sewhere

The tenporary on-site solidification facility and | abor to operate it is usually provided by
remedi ati on contractors who specialize in chenical stabilization. Mbile units are brought to the
site to handle, neter, and mx the stabilization additives, water, and the soil being treated

The tenporary processing plant, storage area and work space is estimated to require about “acre, in
addition to the area required for the CAMJ Preparation for the tenporary solidification facility
woul d include clearing a flat site, constructing several concrete pads, constructing an access road
suitabl e for heavy trucks, and providing water, electricity, and sanitation facilities. In addition
the CAMU woul d have to be constructed to be ready to accept the stabilized soil mxture



Long-termnonitoring would be required. These nonitoring activities would have to neet the
substantive RCRA requirenents for closure under 40 CFR Part 264 - Subpart G

The shal |l ow surface soil that is removed woul d be replaced by clean fill soil fromoff-site.
Eval uation of Shallow Soil Alternative No. 3
Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

Shal I ow Soil Al ternative No. 3 would protect human health and the environment through contai nnent of
the soils of concern in a RCRA design cell (CAMJ). The cell would be designed to protect human health
and the environnment by preventing direct contact with materials, preventing surface water runoff, and
reduci ng surface water percolation to a negligible quantity. The fact that the soils would be
chemcally stabilized makes the alternative nore protective than if the soils were not stabilized
prior to placenent into the CAMJ  The contami nants of concern would be in a stabilized matrix within
the CAMJ, as well as being protected by the bottomand top liners.

Long-term nai nt enance of the cell and nonitoring woul d be necessary for the alternative to remain
protective. Since chemicals of concern are left on-site, a review every 5 years is necessary, and
will help to ensure that the public is protected

Conpl i ance wi th ARARs

Soi |l which contains constituents of |isted wastes should be treated to protective |levels, but

contam nated soil disposed on-site in a CAMJis not subject to either LDR treatnment standards or RCRA
design requirenents for a final cover. It is anticipated that the TCLP tests on the stabilized soi
material will neet federal and state requirements. However, until treatability tests are conducted,
stabilization is not a certainty. Considering the relatively low health risk of the stabilized soi
contained in an CAMJ, it may be considered that the soils are treated to protective |evels.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume

The on-site | and disposal alternative offers no reduction in toxicity or volune. Mbility of the
conmpounds of concern woul d be significantly reduced through the placenment of the nmaterials into a
controlled CAMJ. Chemical stabilization reduces nmobility further because contam nants are trapped in
a solid matrix before placenent into the CAMJ The CAMJ woul d be designed to reduce the nmobility to
near zero with its double liner. Mbility reduction would be dependent on the long-termintegrity of
t he CAMJ

Short - Term Prot ecti veness

Excavation, stabilization and redisposal into the on-site cell could be designed and constructed to
mnimze potential effects to human health and the environment. Personal protective equi prent woul d
be used to protect workers during the inplenentation of the alternative. Furthernore, access would be
restricted to areas where soil is being excavated and handl ed. Decontani nation procedures woul d be
enpl oyed to prevent spread of contamination by equipnent, e.g., by dirt on tires.

Potential health risks to the community during inplenentation can be mtigated with proper design and
inpl enentation of actions. The public would experience sone additional truck traffic, heavy equi prent
noi se, and dust. Inplenenting dust control neasures, utilizing truck decontam nati on procedures and
schedul i ng construction activities properly should mnimze construction disturbances. It is
anticipated that inhalation of soil particles and vapors will not be a significant problem

Public health risks caused by accidental or catastrophic events occurring during construction and
operation of this alternative are primarily related to accidental releases of untreated soil. Since
all the work would take place on the Parson's Site, the primary nethods of significant rel ease woul d
be through washing away of stored soil during a severe rainstorm

Significant adverse health effects for site workers and area residents during construction are not
expected. Proper use of personal protective equi prent for site workers, as defined in a health and
safety plan devel oped for work performance, will provide sufficient protection

Construction of the CAMJ and facilities required to acconmbdate the portable soil chem ca
stabilization process equi pment (e.g., concrete pads, utilities) should require about 9 nonths

i ncl udi ng pl anni ng, design, construction bidding, pernits, etc. GConstruction of the CAMJis estimated
to require 2 nonths. Excavation, chemcal stabilization of the soil, and placenent into the CAMJ
shoul d proceed rapidly and is estimated at 3 nonths duration. The total estimated tine of



construction for this alternative is 14 nonths

Operational and nai ntenance for the CAMJU woul d be required well into the future, but for present

worth costing purposes on &M period of 30 years is used based on general practice at other sites. O
course, O8&M costs woul d continue beyond 30 years, but the present worth of noney spent in the

distant future is relatively small

Long- Ter m Prot ect i veness

Factors consi dered under |ong-term protectiveness include nagnitude of residual risk, long-term
reliability, potential of future public exposure to residual concentrations and potential need for
repl acenent of the renedy.

The health risk fromthe stored naterials would be mnor after placenment into the CAMJ.  Required
monitoring would ensure that the health risk would be minimal. Construction of the cap and surface
wat er control channels should virtually elimnate residual risk of surface water contam nation. A
properly located and graded site with properly designed flood control channels should be safe from
erosi on associated with any storm event.

Assessing long-termreliability to provide continued protection basically involves studying the
potential for failure of the technical components of this alternative and the degree of risk a failure
poses. Al of the technical conponents are reliable, proven technol ogies.

Long-termreliability is highly dependent on the continued adequate inspection, nonitoring and

mai nt enance of the CAMJ. It is essential that the present and future ownership of the property be
legally required to prevent unrestricted access to and disruption of the CAMJ by uncontroll ed
activities.

Human exposure to residuals could occur primarily because the stored contaninated soils on-site reach
human receptors via an exposure pathway. Potential exposure pathways applicable to the site assume
failure of the containment provided by the CAMJ. It is difficult to envision a sudden significant
failure in the CAMJ Failure in CAMJ occur gradually and are the direct result of inadequate
inspection, nonitoring and pronpt repair of the deficiencies identified. As |long as proper O%M and
institutional controls are maintained, this alternative appears to pose little risk of future public
exposure to residual chenmicals of concern

The integrity of the CAMJ is |argely dependent upon the integrity of the cover constructed over the
stored soil.

I npl ementability

Al of the technologies included in this shallow soil alternative are standard and accepted

t echnol ogi es. Adequate space exists to construct the CAMJ and performthe chem cal stabilization
El ectric power and other utilities are available. No unusual difficulty with construction or
operation is expected

At this tine there appears to be no reason why the proposed technologies in this alternative could not
meet the anticipated performance criteria. As discussed earlier, reliability is tied closely to
assured adequate operation and mai ntenance, which is a prerequisite to perfornance.

None of the conponents of this alternative should involve unusual delays in scheduling or deliveries.

This shallow soil alternative does not preclude additional future remedial action, if necessary.
Potential future remedial actions that m ght be deenmed necessary include replacenent of significant
conmponents of the CAMJ. This can be readily done. Renoval of the stabilized soil fromthe CAMJ and
redi sposal of the soil off-site at an approved facility woul d be expensive but could be done. The
clay, sand, and other materials brought in to construct the CAMJ woul d al so have to be renoved

Monitoring the effectiveness of the CAMJ can be done by neans of nonitoring fluids entering the
space between the bottom double liner, and sanpling of nmonitoring wells near the CAMJ, as required
by regul ati ons governi ng CAMJs.

The equi pment necessary to inplenent this alternative is readily available. This includes standard
construction equi pment and general contracting personnel to construct the CAMJ. For work on-site,
health and safety trai ned personnel nust be used. At least 4 firns are avail able that provide
portabl e equi pnent and trained |abor to chemcally stabilize soil. At least 4 firns are avail able
that manufacture and provide trained |labor to install liners for the bottomand top of CAMJ.



Cost

The estimated capital cost for Shallow Soil Alternative No. 3 is $1,979,000, and the estinmated annua
operation and nai ntenance cost is $54,000. Present worth cost is $2,809,000, assumng a 5 percent
interest rate and 30-year project life

SHALLOW SO L ALTERNATI VE NO 4 - CLAY AND CONCRETE COVERS
Description of Shallow Soil Alternative No. 4

The final shallow soil alternative is covering the top foot of contami nated soil with clay or concrete
covers. Covering of the shallow soil at the Parson's Site would cover approximately 110,000 sq. ft.
on the entire west side of the building and 40,000 sq. ft. on the entire east side of the building, a
total of 150,000 sg. ft. It is assumed that the entire area woul d be covered because it woul d be
inmpractical to construct a patch work of "band-aid" |like small covers. For estimating purposes, it is
assuned that the 110,000 sq. ft. of cover on the west side of the building would be constructed of one
foot of clay, since there is no vehicular traffic in this area. However, it is assunmed that the
40,000 sqg. ft. of cover on the east side of the building would be 6 i nches of concrete over one foot

of gravel in order to accommbdate truck and auto traffic occurring there. Beneath the covers existing
soils woul d be graded to provide proper slopes and conpacted as a foundation for placenment of the
covers

Eval uation of Shallow Soil Alternative No. 4
Overal|l Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

Shal I ow Soil Al ternative No. 4 would protect human health and the environment through contai nnent

of the soils under a cover. The cover would protect human health and the environment by preventing
direct contact with soils of concern, preventing contamnination of surface water runoff, and preventing
airborne transport of soil particles. Surface water percolation through soils would al so be reduced,
but this is not a primary function since the PAH contanmi nants of concern have not nigrated with

percol ating water. Since chemicals of concern are left on-site, the nmandatory review every 5 years is
necessary and will help to ensure that the public is protected

Conpl i ance with ARARs

There are no applicabl e standard chemical ARARs for soils left in place. Chenical linmits are based on
a risk analysis. There are no action-specific ARARs specifically covering the design of a cover over
lightly contaminated soil left in place. The proposed covers partially satisfy the intent of

regul atory designs for caps, though they deviate in design specifics fromtypical RCRA caps intended
for landfills. RCRA design requirenents for a final cover are not ARARs for contam nated soil that
remai ns in place.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol une

Cont ami nated surface soils would remain in place. However, covers would greatly reduce the nobility
of the contam nants by largely elinminating the pathways of surface water runoff, airborne dust
particles, and direct contact. Toxicity and vol ume would not be reduced

Short - Term Prot ecti veness

Pl anni ng design, permts, and construction bidding would require approximately 6 nmonths. Preparation
of the subgrade followed by construction of the respective clay and concrete covers would require

approximately 3 nonths. The total estimated time of construction is 11 nonths

M ni mal nai ntenance for the covers would be required far into the future, but for present worth
costing purposes, an O&M period of 30 years is used based on general practice at other sites.

Long- Term Prot ecti veness
Factors consi dered under |ong-term protectiveness include nagnitude of residual risk, long-term
reliability, potential of future public exposure to residual concentrations, and potential need for

repl acenent of the remnedy.

As long as the covers are intact, the health risk fromthe remaini ng contam nated shal | ow soil beneath
the covers woul d be m ni mal



Construction of the covers and surface water control channels should virtually elimnate residual risk
of direct contact, airborne particulates and surface water contamination fromthe Parson's Site

The covers proposed are not prinarily intended to reduce infiltration of groundwater since the PAH
contami nants of concern do not appear to be | eaching. Therefore, the | EPA does not intend to repair
mnor cracks in the cover. Only areas were significant portions of the cover are ineffective will be
repaired.

The use of covers should mnimze restrictions on future industrial use of the property. It will be
necessary to have deed restrictions on future excavati on handling and di sposal of contam nated soi

| ocated bel ow the covers. For exanple, excavations for building footings or to install pipelines wll
have to be done with appropriate worker personnel protection and proper handling and di sposal of
cont ani nated soil .

Al of the technical components proposed are reliable, proven technologies. This alternative does not
i nclude any experinental or innovative alternative technol ogies. The concrete cover woul d have nmesh
reinforcing and woul d have excellent resistance to cracking under all but severe earthquakes, and
could be readily repaired if damage did take pl ace.

Covers generally require periodic repairs. A conmon practice is to assune that the cover is
essentially replaced every 20 to 30 years, and estimated annual O&%M costs include a cost for a
fraction of cover replacenent, e.g., 1/30 of the cover cost.

Inmpl emrentability

Al of the technol ogies included are standard and accept ed.

At this tine there appears to be no reason why properly designed covers could not nmeet anticipated
performance criteria. Adequate maintenance is a prerequisite to performance.

None of the conponents of this alternative should involve unusual delays in scheduling or deliveries.

Renmedi al actions that sinply puncture the cover, such as extraction well construction, pose no
difficulty. Qbviously, excavation of large areas of soil would disrupt the covers.

Monitoring the effectiveness of the covers can be done by periodic visual inspection and sanpling of
nonitoring wells beneath the covers.

There are no technical reasons that woul d precl ude nmai ntenance activities.

At this tine there are no difficulties identified in obtaining permts/approvals related to
inplenentation of this alternative for shall ow soil

Once constructed, there are no anticipated residuals that woul d require disposal

The equi prent necessary to inplenent this alternative is readily available. This includes standard
construction equi pment and general contracting personnel. For work on-site, health and safety trained
personnel rmust be used

Cost

The estinmated capital cost for Shallow Soil Alternative No. 4 is $1,147,000, and the estinated annua
operation and nai ntenance cost is $52,000. Present worth cost is $1,946,000, assumng a 5 percent
interest rate and 30-year project life

DEEP SO L ALTERNATI VE NO. 1- NO ACTI ON
Description of Deep Soil Aternative No. 1

The no action alternative literally would involve no action to remedi ate deep soil contam nation at
the Parson's Site. The cost would be zero.

A "limted" no action alternative can al so be proposed that includes passive neasures such as
groundwat er nmonitoring, the posting of warning signs and deed restrictions to prevent use of the
property for certain kinds of activities. This alternative was covered under the limted no action
alternative for shallow soils previously.



Moni tori ng woul d be conducted to determine if the VOCs |eft in the deep soils continue to be a source
for groundwater contam nation. Cost estinmates assunme quarterly sanpling of 10 wells. In addition to
nonitoring, the | EPA may al so require annual reports and USEPA woul d require a public health

eval uation every 5 years.

Eval uati on of Deep Soil Aternative No. 1

The following information conpares the limted no action alternative with the criteria that aid in
eval uating the alternatives under the NCP
Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The limted no action alternative would do nothing physically over time to protect human health and
the environnent. Release of VOCs from deep soils to the groundwater would continue unabated. The
estimated risk from groundwat er ingestion exposure resulting fromdeep soil |eaching is currently
estimated as 4 x 10-5 for maxi nrum values. Since the hazard quotient is also greater than 1 (i.e.
5.3), asignificant risk to groundwater would be left at the site

Conpl i ance with ARARs

There are no nunerical standards for potential ARARs for specific chemcals in contanmi nated soils,
such as the MCLs that have been promul gated for drinking water under the Federal Safe Drinking

Water Act. Instead, when necessary, risk assessnent cal cul ations can be nmade to estinate acceptabl e
level s of soil contamination. The risk-based nunbers are estinated based on partitioni ng assunptions
in the RI Report and the exposure routes of the contam nated groundwater.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume

The limted no action alternative would not reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune of contam nated deep
soils and chemicals. Natural hydrolysis, aerobic and anaerobic bi odegradation, and sorption, however
woul d gradual |y reduce VOC concentrations in the soil over a long period of tine. However, natura
attenuation would not sufficiently reduce VOCs to acceptable | evels or adequately protect groundwater
from further degradation

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

Because the linmted no action alternative would not involve a renedial activity, this screening
criterion is not applicable.

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence

The limted no action alternative would not effectively provide | ong-termhunan health and the
environnental protection. Releases of chemcals of concern fromthe deep soil source woul d continue
and the existing residual risk to hunan health, safety, public welfare, and to the environment woul d
conti nue.

Inpl ementability

A long-term groundwater nonitoring programis readily inplenentable and was included in the cost

anal yses for all deep soil operable unit alternatives. Long-termgroundwater nonitoring wll
incorporate the requirenents of both operable units.

Cost

The annual O%M for a | ong-term groundwater nonitoring programis being proposed for the deep soil
operable unit (and will include the needs of the shallow soil operable unit). &M costs are estimated
at $29,000. The capital cost is considered zero. The present worth is $446, 000, assuming a 5 percent
interest rate and 30 year period

DEEP SO L ALTERNATI VE NO. 2 - EXCAVATI ON, OFF-SI TE TRANSPORT AND DI SPOSAL/ TREATMENT

Description of Deep Soil Aternative No. 2:

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative would involve excavation of contam nated deep soil

fromthe west part of the old I agoon, placenment of excavated soil in haul trucks, transport of soil to
an off-site disposal facility, and disposal of soil in a contained | and disposal unit permtted to
accept the waste. The excavation would then be refilled with inported clean fill, as previously

di scussed. |If inplenented, this alternative would require excavation of an estinmated 5,000 cu yds. of



soil, measured in-situ. |f excavated, the soil could expand to approxinately 25 percent to 6,250 cu
yds.

The second area of concern is northeast of the building. Follow ng conpletion of the renedia
investigation in 1993, the agencies conducted additional field testing in an attenpt to |ocated former
dry wells reported to have been | ocated northeast of the building. Only one well was found, however
addi tional wells are suspected to exist and additional sampling will need to be conducted to determ ne
the exact nunber and |ocation during the renmedi al design phase. For the purposes of renediation, it
is estinated that the additional deep soil area of concern northeast of the building has an area of
3,500 sq. ft. And an average depth of 4 ft. resulting in an in-situ volune of approxi mately 520 cu
yds. An expansion of 25 percent after excavation will result in an above-ground vol une of 650 cu yds

The two areas of concern described above are shown in Figure 1-1 and would total an estinated 5,500
cu yds. of soil in-situ and 6,900 cu yds. of expanded soil after excavation, given the assunptions
made.

Excavati on of Soi

Excavati on can be performed using conventional earthnoving equi prent. Backhoes and | oaders are

good candi dates for excavation of soil down to 20 feet. For exanple, to excavate the area, a 2 yd3
hoe

size may be used. These hoes have a maxi num depth of excavation of 30 feet. Assum ng a bucket
capacity of 2 yd3, a cycle time of 3 mnutes an average bucket factor of 0.66, 22 cu yd of soil can be
excavated every working hour. This would anount to approximately 176 cu yd of excavation a day.

The total deep soil excavation would require approxinately 6 weeks of excavation time. Taking soft
sanpl i ng and hazardous waste work into consideration, it would take probably 3 nonths for the
excavat i on.

O f-Site Transport

Transport fromthe site can be perfornmed with haul trucks. A variety of haul trucks are available for
transporting excavated materials and waste druns. Haulers are large, rubber-tired vehicles avail abl e
as single-trailer, 2-or 3- axle vehicles, and as double-trailer, nmultiple-axle haulers. Their rated
haul capacities range from1l to 100 tons, and they are avail abl e as bottom dunp, rear-dunp, and

si de-dunp vehicles. For costing purposes, a track of 20 tons was assuned. Soil can be | oaded onto
haul ers usi ng backhoes, draglines, shovels, or |oaders

The transportation of hazardous wastes is regulated by the U S. Departnent of Transportation, the
USEPA, states, and, in some instances, by local ordinances and codes. |n addition, nore stringent
federal regul ations al so govern the transportati on and di sposal of highly toxic hazardous materials
such as PCBs and radi oactive wastes. Applicable U S. Departnent of Transportation regul ations

i ncl ude:

! Departnent of Transportation 49 CFR, Part 172-179
Department of Transportation 49 CFR, Part 1387 (46 CFR 30974, 47073)

Department of Transportati on DOT-E 8876

The USEPA regul ati ons under RCRA (40 CFR Parts 262 and 263) adopt DOT regul ations pertaining to
| abel i ng, placarding, packaging, and spill reporting. These regulations also inpose certain
addi tional requirements for conpliance with the nmani fest system and recordkeepi ng

In general, haul trucks for off-site transport of hazardous wastes nust be DOT approved and rnust

di spl ay the proper DOT placard. Contanminated soils can be hauled in box trailers, and drums can be

hauled in box trailers or flat bed trucks. The trucks should be lined with plastic and/ or absorbent
materials. Before a vehicle is allowed to | eave the site, it should be rinsed or scrubbed to renove
exterior contaminants. Both bulk liquid containers and box trailers should be checked for proper

pl acarding, cleanliness, tractor-to-trailer hitch, and excess waste levels. Box trailers should be

checked to ensure correct liner installation, secured cover tarpaulin, and |ocked lift gate.

Of-Site Treatnent and D sposa

The off-site disposal facility (landfill) will neet RCRA standards. The RCRA requirenents under 40
CFR Part 264 and all associated gui dance and regul ati ons are concerned with the proper |ocation

desi gn, construction, operation, and maintenance of hazardous waste managenent facilities. These
requirenents preclude landfilling in areas of seismc instability, in a 100-year fl ood-plain, and
where the integrity of the liner systemwoul d be adversely affected. Due to | and ban requirenents,
however, it may not be possible to directly landfill the excavated soils. TCLP tests for inorganics



will be conducted on the deep soils to determne if stabilization is needed prior to disposal. In
addition to the inorganic concentrations, the presence of organics in deep soils may require
pretreatnment. Sone creosote compound maxi mum val ues nay trigger a requirenent for incineration as the
best available treatment (BAT). A representative deep soil sanple in the |agoon area will be taken to
make a final assessnent. The VOC concentrations (first 4 chemcals in the table below) are not a
problemin terns of landfilling, as shown bel ow

Maxi mum Limt beyond which

concentration land filling may not
Chemi cal | evel (ppb) be possible (ppb) Wast e Code*
1, 2- Di chl or oet hyl ene 4 30, 000 w79
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 6 6, 000 U226
Tri chl or oet hyl ene 120 6, 000 U228
Tol uene 2 10, 000 W51 (Creosote)
Napht hal ene 2,500 5, 600 U051 (Creosote)
Pent achl or ophenol 4,200 7,400 U051 (Creosote)
Phenant hr ene 2,850 5, 600 U051 (Creosote)

*- Denotes concentrations for |and disposal restriction, not waste designation for contam nants found
at the site.

Eval uati on of Deep Soil Aternative No. 2
Overal|l Protection of Human Health and t he Environnent

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative would be protective of human health and the
environnent at the site. Contam nated soil would be renoved fromthe site preventing further
potential for groundwater percolation. Overall protectiveness would be dependent on the integrity of
the receiving landfill and soil treatnment, if any, performed at the receiving facility. If no
treatnment is enployed, toxicity and volune of soils would not be reduced. Treatnent by stabilization
woul d i ncrease volune and decrease nobility, but would not affect toxicity. Mbility at the site
woul d be elimnated, but long-termnobility reduction would be dependent on the treatnent of the soi
and the integrity of the receiving landfill.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

The excavation and off-site disposal alternative could be designed, inplemented, and conpleted to
address all ARARs regardi ng excavation and transport of hazardous waste. The only significant ARAR
i ssue associated with the alternative relates to RCRA | and di sposal stipulations for severa
conpounds. Deep soils may be classified as FO06 or FQ09 waste, which requires stabilization prior to
landfilling. TCLP tests will be taken to determine if stabilization is required prior to disposal
Concentrations do not suggest landfilling will be a problem however, LDRs nmay be exceeded during
remedi ati on since concentrations are not known for all material proposed to be excavated

For contami nated soil which is excavated for disposal off-site, a treatability variance for soil and
debris according to Superfund LDR gui de 6A could be appropriate in lieu of the treatnment standards in
40 CFR Part 268 Subpart D. After treatment, if the soil still contains the constituents of |isted
waste, it may be di sposed of off-site only in a Subtitle Clandfill. |If the contam nants in the soi
have been treated to bel ow heal th-based | evels, then the soil no |onger "contains" the |isted waste
and need not be placed in a RCRA landfill.

Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol une

The off-site land di sposal alternative w thout treatnent offers no reduction in toxicity and vol une
Mobi lity of the shallow soil contam nants renoved fromthe Parson's Site woul d obviously be
significantly reduced. Mbility reduction at the receiving facility woul d be dependent on treatnent
and the long-termstability of the facility. |If stabilization is used prior to disposal, this would
increase the volune and decrease the nobility.

Short - Term Ef f ecti veness

Potential concerns with excavation, renoval, and off-site disposal are associated wi th worker safety,
short-terminpacts, and institutional aspects. Were hazardous chemicals are present, excavation can
pose a substantial risk to worker safety. Short-terminpacts such as VOCs and fugitive dust em ssion
and contam nated run off may also be a concern. Preventive neasures can be desi gned and constructed
to mnimze potential effects to human health and the environnent during excavation and transport.



Personal protective equi prent woul d be used to protect workers during the action. Dust contro
nmeasures woul d be enployed to prevent fugitive em ssions fromaffecting the surroundi ng popul ati on and
environnent. Surface water runoff control neasures would be used to prevent contam nant rel ease
Decont ani nati on procedures woul d be enpl oyed to prevent spread of contam nation beyond site
boundaries. However, as shown in the table below, there is mninmal risk due to expose fromthe
shallow soils at the site

The estinmated nean and naxi num excess cancer risk due to inhalation for the type of receptors above
are shown in the tabl e bel ow

Excess Cancer Ri sk Associated with | nhal ation of
Surface Soils fromthe Parson's Site

Excess Cancer Ri sk Associated with Exposure to:

Type of Receptor Mean Soil Concentrations Maxi mum Soi | Concentrati ons
Adult Residents 1 x 10-6 5 x 10-6
Chi l dren 1 x 10-6 2 x 10-6
On-Site Adult Wrkers 3 x 10-6 1 x 10-5
Construction Wrkers 6 x 10-7 2 x 10-6

The hazard i ndex, which estimates noncarcinogenic effects, is well below one for all types of
receptors. The risk assessnent clearly indicates that inhalation of soil is not an inportant pathway
for the soil contam nants present under the exposure assunptions nmade in the risk analysis for
remedi al activities. Therefore, during renediation, deep soils will be the only major driving factor
in devel opnent of health and safety procedures for construction activities.

Excavations and other construction activity performed on the site as part of future renedial actions
will be done with an approved health and safety plan in effect. The plan should provide for necessary
personnel protection equipnent to protect workers. In addition, the plan should provide for air
nonitoring at the site to ensure that off-site em ssions are not potentially harnful to the public.

It is estimated that this alternative could be acconplished in a 3 to 4 nonth tine frane. |[f
acconpl i shed in a phased nmanner to acconmopdate operations at the facility, the inplenentati on period
may be | onger

Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Pernanence

Factors consi dered under |ong-term protectiveness include magnitude of residual risk, long-term
reliability, potential of future public exposure to residual concentrations and potential need for
repl acenent of the renedy.

The off-site disposal alternative would offer significant |ong-termeffectiveness through the renova
of deep soils potentially inpacting surface water and creating a direct contact risk at the site
Renoval woul d elimnate |long-terminpacts fromcontam nated soils at the site.

Because wastes woul d be renoved fromthe site, overall long-termeffectiveness woul d be dependent on
the long-termintegrity of the landfill receiving the waste. The alternative would be "permanent” for
the site, but not necessarily permanent for the waste

If all the RCRA requirenents are inplenented, disposal of the contamnated soil at a dass | |andfil
is expected to be effective long-term

I npl enentability

The off-site disposal alternative is easily inplementable. No unusual difficulty with excavation,
transport, and disposal is expected. A potential inplementability issue is related to the capacity of
off-site facilities to accept soil fromthe Parson's Site. Before accepting a waste, waste nanagenent
facilities will run a series of tests including TCLP to determne if there would be a problemw th

I and ban requirenents

There are no difficulties identified in obtaining permts or approvals related to inplenentation of
this alternative. The off-site facility destination would have to conduct screening tests to
deternmine if the soils can be accepted at their facility.

The equi pent necessary to inplenent this alternative is readily available. Standard construction
equi pnent coul d be used for excavation activities. The excavated areas would have to be refilled with



clean fill which is readily available fromnearby |ocations. For work on-site, health and safety
(CSHA-certified) trai ned personnel nust be used
Cost

The estimated capital and present worth cost for excavation of deep soils and disposal in an off-site
di sposal facility with treatment is $3,255,000. O8M costs are $29,000 annual Iy for nonitoring
groundwat er and reporting. Present worth cost is 3,701,000. Cost also includes relocation of Gty
wat er main.

DEEP SO L ALTERNATIVE NO 3 -- SO L VAPOR EXTRACTI ON TO REMOVE VCCS
Description of Deep Soil Alternative No. 3:

This alternative involves the installation of a soil vapor extraction systemin the 6,625 sq. ft. area
on the west part of the old | agoon, to extract residual VOCs from deep soils.

The conceptual soil vapor extraction systemconsists of wells placed in the ground above the water
table which force air to flow through pore spaces of unsaturated contam nated soil. The noving air
collects volatile organic vapors. The physical principle underlying the process is the volatility of
t he conpound of interest. Conpounds which are volatile preferentially partition in a soil/water/air
systeminto the air phase; they will diffuse into the air phase in an attenpt to reach an equilibrium

The air can then be renoved and the vol atile conpounds are collected for disposal. However, based on
technical information, SVE is rarely successful by itself and requires some enhancement to free
contam nants to a vapor phase formfor recovery (i.e., in conbination with air sparging).

The under ground conponent consists of wells inserted into the contam nated area that extract soi
gases and vapors by enploying a blower. Sone installations have used additional air injection wells
connected to positive pressure punps to augnent the subsurface air flow Sinple open wells with no
positive pressure are al so used. The aboveground support equi pnent includes a bl ower, a condenser
and sone technique to manage the extracted gases. Techniques for dealing with the extracted gases
include thermal destruction, activated carbon adsorption, and atnospheric rel ease. Atnospheric

rel ease woul d not be acceptabl e because of the proximity of residences to the site. The nost common
treatnment nmethod is an activated carbon adsorption system

The conmponents of a vacuum extraction systemare relatively sinple. The production wells are
installed to the | owest depth of the contam nated vadose zone (20 feet below the ground |evel), but
above the groundwater table. The wells are slotted in the interval between the water table and the
top of the contam nated soil. The upper portion of the well is sealed. The top of the well is
connected to a blower that draws air up the pipe and forces it through a condenser (to renove water
vapor fromthe gas stream). The condenser tank hol ds the condensate and any associ ated contam nants
during an interimperiod before disposal. The condensate can be transported off-site for disposal, or
treated on-site using the groundwater punp and treat system if one is constructed. The VOCs in the
gas stream are adsorbed on the surface of activated carbon

Vent hol es may be sunk to provide increase air flow through the |ower |evels of the soil, and
monitoring wells nmay be installed to determ ne vacuum | evel s and/ or vapor concentrations as a function
of distance or tinme. It is also common to cover the ground around the surface of the contanination

zone with plastic to and operated to neet potential action-specific ARARS that include air toxicity
gui del i nes, hazardous waste treatnent guidelines, and treatnent of residuals guidelines.

Two wells 40 feet apart with a design flow of 20 cu ft/mn each are assuned at this site. The two
soil gas extraction wells would be installed approxinately 40 to 60 feet apart at an average depth of
18 feet. Wll material is assuned to be a 3-inch PVC piping that is slotted throughout the bottom 13
feet with a spacing of 0.06 inches. The two wells would be connected via surface nmanifold pipes to a
single blower. A vacuumis provided by either a displacenment blower or a centrifugal blower. For
this type of soil, a vacuumof 4 inches Hg is recommended at a total design flow of 40 cu ft/mn.

Soi | vapor extraction of the deep soil will not be subject to RCRA ARARs, but any treatnent residue,
such as spent activated carbon, which is generated in capturing the volatiles nust be disposed of as a
hazardous waste. Alternatively, spent carbon nay be regenerated only in a unit which is in conpliance
with RCRA regul ations for niscellaneous units, 40 CFR Part 264 Subpart X

Short - Term Prot ectiveness
Potential health risks to the community during inplenmentation can be mtigated with proper design and

inpl enentation of actions. The systemwould be fenced off during inplenentation, limting site
access. Precautionary neasures may include continuous nonitoring of GAC breakthrough, properly



locating and nonitoring pipelines that carry condensate, installing instrunentati on and war ni ng
devices that alert operations, and establishing an energency response plan for the handling of
hazardous materials from accidental release

Long- Term Prot ecti veness

Factors consi dered under |ong-term protectiveness include magnitude of residual risk, long-term
reliability, potential of future public exposure to residual concentrations and potential need for
repl acenent of the renedy.

The VOCs in the deep soil at the Parson's Site are considered a source of VOC contaninant mgration
to groundwater. Based on experience at other sites, the soil VOC concentration may be reduced from
70 to 90 percent by soil vapor extraction. The remaining residual VOCs in the deep soil will be a
| ess significant source of VOCs for future groundwater contam nation

Soil gas extraction will have no effect upon existing groundwater contam nant concentrations. The
removal of VOCs fromthe deep soil source at the Parson's Site should shorten the tine required to
cl eanup groundwater, but there is no way to predict by howlong. As previously noted, there appears
to be potential source or multiple source groundwater contamination in areas downgradi ent fromthe
Parson's Site. The area-w de groundwater problem nmust be remediated to significantly reduce the
magni t ude of residual risk

Long-TermReliability. Soil gas extraction is a short-termaction. Al of these technical conponents
are reliable, proven technol ogi es.

Potential of Figure Exposure to Residual Concentrations. The deep soil contam nation by definition is
not readily accessible to the public and the potential for future direct exposure to residual
concentrations is mnimal. The principal pathway for human exposure is through | eaching of the
contam nants fromthe deep soil into the groundwater and subsequent use of the groundwater for
domestic purposes. This renedial alternative significantly may reduce future risk specifically from
the contam nants at the Parson's Site

There is the potential for release of contam nants through construction on the property. Deed
restrictions would be necessary to mnimze this danger

Potential air inpacts fromthe site primarily would be fromuntreated soil gas em ssions. The air
em ssions (VOCs) woul d be treated with activated carbon beds. An on-line VOC nmonitor can be provided
on the carbon bed di scharge to provide alarmand shutdown, if a VOC breakt hrough occurs.

Future construction invol ving deep excavation coul d, of course, expose workers to deep soil

contami nation for short periods of tinme and, in addition, potentially nove contam nated soils to the
surface where they could be accessible for |ong-termhuman exposure. Deed restrictions would be
necessary on the Parson's property to require that proper precautions are taken during future
construction invol ving excavation.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol ume

The soil gas extraction treatment concentrates the VOC in the soil gas onto the adsorptive carbon
thereby reducing volune. Gobviously, nobility is also greatly reduced. The toxicity is reduced to the
extent that the condensate is treated and/or the carbon is thernally regenerated. Overall, this
alternative offers reduction in toxicity, nmobility and vol une of VOCs, however an estimated 10-30% of
the VOCs could potentially remain as a source for further groundwater contam nation. Goviously, soi
vapor extraction will not affect metals and non-vol atile organics. Goundwater in the vicinity of the
deep soil contanination that is affected by netals and other | ess nobile contam nants can be extracted
with a well.

Inpl emrentability

The systemcould be readily inplenentable to renediate deep soils at the Parson's Site. Adequate
space exists to construct the off-gas treatnent systemand to install all the required piping

El ectric power and other utilities are also available. No unusual difficulty with construction is
expected. However, operations would be inpeded by adverse |ocal geol ogical conditions (e.g., clay

| enses), soil noisture content, the Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid (NAPL) | ocated near the |agoon, the

sl udge seam | ocated within the | agoon, potential affects fromthe dry wells, and the presence of the
unknown PCE source(s). SVE was determned to be an unacceptabl e alternative because it cannot be
inplenented with a high degree of certainty for success renpbval of VOCs or with adequate assurances
that the systemcoul d performover a reasonable period of tine based on the factors stated above



Pretreatnent tests are required to establish the final design criteria. Typically, one new extraction
well is drilled, or an existing well is used, that is connected to the vacuum side of a bl ower.
Additional small dianeter nmonitoring wells are drilled at set distances (e.g., 15 feet and 45 feet)
away fromthe extraction wells. The nonitoring wells measure the radius of influence of the vacuum
created and provide an estimate of future full-scale renediation well spacing. Sanpling of vapor

em ssions fromthe well provide an estimate of the rate of VOC renoval and what emi ssion controls
woul d be effective.

Typically it is found that the anobunt of VOCs renoved is initially large but declines fairly rapidly.
Cost

The estinated capital and control cost for Alternative 3 is $706,000, including two years' operation
Annual &M costs are estimated at $29, 000 and woul d i ncl ude | ong-term groundwat er nonitoring and
reporting. Present worth costs are $1, 152, 000

SUMVARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The National Contingency Plan requires evaluation of alternatives based on nine criteria by which
techni cal, economc, and practical factors associated with each renedial alternative nust be judged.
The nine criteria are categorized into three groups: threshold criteria, primary bal ancing criteria,
and nodifying criteria. The nine evaluation criteria are sumarized bel ow.

Threshold Oriteria nmust be satisfied in order for an alternative to be eligible for selection. The
two threshold criteria are:

1) Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environment addresses whether a renedy provides
adequat e protection of human health and the environment and describes how ri sks posed through each
exposure pathway are elimnated, reduced, or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, or
institutional controls

2) Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARS) addresses whether a
remedy will neet all of the ARARs of other Federal and State environnental |aws and/or justifies a
wai ver.

Primary Balancing Oriteria are used to weigh nmajor tradeoffs anongst alternatives. These criteria
are:

3) Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume through Treatnent is the anticipated performance of
the treatnment technol ogies a renedy may enpl oy.

4) Short-term Ef fecti veness addresses the period of tine needed to achi eve protecti on and any
adverse inpacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the construction and
i mpl enent ation period until cleanup goals are achi eved

5) Long-term Eff ecti veness and Permanence refer to expected residual risk and the ability to a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environnment over tine, after cleanup
goal s have been net.

6) I npl enentability is the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of naterials and services needed to inplenent a particular option

7) Cost includes estimated capital and O&M costs, al so expressed as net present worth costs

Modi fying Oriteria are usually taken into account after public comment is received on the Feasibility
Study report and the Proposed Plan. These criteria are

8) St at e/ Support Agency Acceptance reflects aspects of the preferred alternative and ot her
alternatives that the support agency favors or objects to, and any specific coments regarding
State ARARs or the proposed use of waivers.

9) Comuni ty Acceptance summari zes the public's general response to the alternatives described in
the Proposed Plan and in the Feasibility Study report based on public comrents received.

The nine criteria are conpared to each alternative in Tables 1, 2, and 3. The nmjor conclusions of
the conparisons are as foll ows:



SHALLOW SO L ALTERNATI VES

Overall Protection: because the current and future health risk for shallow soil is so |low as to be
accept abl e under USEPA and | EPA criteria for the projected site use scenario, the limted no action
alternative offers adequate protection to human health and the environment. The other alternatives
coul d provide additional protection through excavating or covering contaninated soil. The additional
protection afforded by Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 is estimated to be negligi bl e and appears not
justifiable. In contrast, Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, in the short term may provide a |l ess protective
option than Aternative 1 because they involve nonths of on-site construction activity and heavy
traffic into and out of the site.

Conpliance with ARARs: all alternatives can be inplenented to be equally in conpliance with
ARARS.

Reduction in TW (toxicity, nobility, volume): Alternative No. 2 will reduce toxicity, mobility, and
volume. Alternative No. 4 will only reduce nobility. Toxicity and volunme woul d not be reduced.
Alternative No. 3 would reduce nobility, however toxicity would remain the sane and vol une woul d
increase. Alternative No. 1 would not reduce toxicity, nobility, or volune. Al though Alternative 1
does not provide a reduction in TW/, the advantage of a reduction of TW/ in the shallow soil afforded
by Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 may be considered negligible, given that the soil presents a | ow
acceptabl e ri sk.

Short-term Protectiveness: Alternatives Nos. 2, 3 and 4 can all be inplenented to nmitigate potenti al
public health risks. Al work at the site would be conducted in accordance with an approved work
plan. Short-termprotectiveness is not applicable to Alternative No. 1.

Long-term Protectiveness: Alternative No. 2 would provide the nost |ong-termprotection since the
majority of the contam nants woul d be removed. The dernal contact risk also would be reduced to
acceptabl e levels since a clay or concrete cover would be provided. Aternative Nos. 3 and 4 woul d
basi cally provide the sane protection as long as |ong-term operation, maintenance and repairs are
ensured. The Limted No Action Alternative No. 1 would provide long-termprotection if deed and
zoning restrictions are enforced. Institutional controls and deed/zoning restrictions would provide
adequate long-termprotection under the current proposed | and use scenario.

Inplemrentability: Alternative Nos. 1, 2, and 4 can all be inplenented w thout any problens.
Alternative No. 3 cannot be inplemeted within a reasonabl e degree of certainty that contam nants
woul d be reduced to acceptable |evels. The technology, naterial, and | abor are all avail able.

Cost: Alternative No. 1 is the least costly followed by Alternative No. 4, Alternative No. 3 and
Alternative No 2. Please refer to Table 2 for detailed capital cost, operation and mai ntenance, and
present worth.

Support Agency Acceptance: USEPA Region V, the designated support agency for this site, concurs
with the Illinois Environnental Protection Agency's reconmmendation of Alternative No. 1 as the
preferred remedy.

Community Acceptance: The public has been given the opportunity to review and coment on the

Remedi al Investigation report, the Feasibility Study report, and the Proposed Plan for this site.
Both a public coment period and a fornmal public hearing were held. The comunity expressed interest
in the proposed remedy at the public hearing with verbal questions and comments. Please refer to the
responsi veness summary for details.

DEEP SO L ALTERNATI VES

Overall Protection: Aternative No. 2 would provide the maxi mum protection since contam nants

woul d be renoved fromthe site. Alternative No. 3 would reduce the concentration of contam nants in
the deep soil; however, VOCs would only partially be renoved and residual VOCs as well as netals,
cyani des and nonvol atile chemcals would remain. Al so, effectiveness of Alternative 3 would
significantly reduced based on inpedinents in the |ocal geology (e.g., clay lens), soil noisture
content, the NAPL, the sludge seam potentially fromthe dry wells, and the presence of the unknown
PCE source(s). Alternative 1 offers the |least protection as the potential for mgration of VOCs to
groundwater is nitigated only by naturally occurring degradative processes such as bi odegradati on and
hydr ol ysi s.

Conpl i ance with ARARs: Alternative No. 2 would meet all conpliance ARARs. However, soils
woul d require additional testing before the final disposal option can be fully determned. |If
contam nant | evels exceed those all owed under the Land Disposal Regul ation, the best avail able



technol ogy for reducing contam nant |levels may be required. Alternative No. 3 would reduce VOC
contam nation in the deep soils, however, soil cleanup objectives may not be reached. Alternative No.
1 woul d not achi eve cleanup |evels.

Reduction in TW (toxicity, nobility, volunme): Alternative No. 2 would reduce toxicity, nobility,
and vol ume by renoval of the source of contamination. Alternative No. 3 would al so reduce the TW
of the source; however, unacceptable |evels of residual contamination could potentially remain.
Alternative No. 1 would not provide any reducti on of TMW.

Short-term Protectiveness: Alternative Nos. 2 and 3 do pose a potential risk; however, these risks
nmay be nitigated with proper design and inplenentation of the alternative. Alternative No. 1 is not
appl i cabl e.

Long-term Protecti veness: Alternative No. 2 provides the best long termprotection since the
excavated soil will be placed and nanaged under a pernitted waste disposal facility. Alternative No.
3 would not provide limted |long-termprotection against future mgration of VOCs, SVOCs and netal s
into the groundwater. The No Action Alternative No. 1 would not provide |ong-termprotection.

Inpl emrentability: Alternative No. 1 would be the easiest renmedy to inplenent since a nonitoring
programis proposed under this alternative. Aternative No. 2 can be easily inplenmented since waste
di sposal facilities are available. Alternative No. 3 cannot be readily inplenmented successfully.

Cost: Alternative No. 1 is the |east expensive alternative, followed by Alternative No. 3 and finally
Alternative No. 2. Please refer to Table 3 for detail ed cost estimates.

Support Agency Acceptance: USEPA Region V, the designated support agency for this site, concurs
with the Illinois Environnental Protection Agency's recommendation of Alternative No. 2 as the
sel ected renedy for the deep soil operable unit.

Community Acceptance: This criteria is the same as the shallow soil alternative criteria.
THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the alternatives, and
public coments, both | EPA and USEPA Regi on V have determ ned that Shallow Soil A ternative No.

1 and Deep Soil Alternative No. 2 are the best remedies for the soil operable units at the Parson's
Casket Hardware Site.

Shal l ow Soil Alternative No. 1 consists of institutional controls and deed/zoning restrictions.

This remedy includes physical access restriction via upgrade of the existing fence and/or installation
of additional fencing, such as a six-foot high cyclone fence with barbed wire at the top, around the
entire site. The fence will be posted with nunerous visual warning signs at appropriate intervals and
at other obvious access areas such as the three entrance gates to informthe public of potential site
hazar ds.

The site's real estate deed will al so be anended and | ocal zoning ordi nances will be inposed to
maintain the site for industrial use. Prohibition of on-site groundwater use will be restricted.
Construction on-site will include restrictions that require any excavated soils be properly di sposed
of in the accordance with the current state and federal regul ations.

Deep Soil Alternative No. 2 consists of excavation and disposal of an isolated area of the renaining
old lagoon and dry wells. These areas were not visible during the original renediation conducted by

| EPA' s i mmedi ate renoval action. This deep soil contam nation was di scovered during the Renedial
Investigation (RI) at the site. The soil will be excavated and di sposed of at a | and di sposal
facility permtted to accept the waste. It is expected that the renediation of the deep soil wll
affect the integrity of a watermain that is |ocated at the site. Therefore, the line will be rerouted
around the Parson's Casket Hardware Site. The proposed route is acceptable with the Gty of

Bel vi dere.

The selected final renedies for this site are the sane preferred alternatives presented in the
Proposed Plan that were recently presented to the public. Details of the conponents of the renedy may
be altered as a result of the remedial design, construction, |ong-termrenedial action phases, and any
nodi fi cati ons.

Statutory Deterninations

The sel ected renedy nust satisfy the requirenents of Section 121 of CERCLA to protect human health



and the environnent; conply with ARARs; be cost effective; utilize permanent solutions and alternate
treatnent technol ogi es to the nmaxi mum extent practicable; and satisfy the preference for treatnent as
a principle element of the renmedy.

Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

I npl erentation of the selected renedies will elimnate, reduce, and control potential risk to human
heal th from exposure to contam nated groundwater and soils through institutional controls and
treatnent technologies. The renedy will reduce risk to within the acceptable range of 1 x 10-4 to 1 x
10- 6 excess cancer risk and the hazard indices for noncarcinogens will be |less than one. The selected
remedy will also provide environmental protection frompotential risks posed by contam nants

di scharging to groundwater, soils, and the anbient air.

No unacceptabl e short-termrisk or cross-media inpacts will be caused by inplementation of the
sel ected renedy.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Wth respect to any hazardous substances, pollutants, or contam nants that will remain on site,
Section 121(2)(A) of CERCLA requires the USEPA to select a remedial action which conplies with legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate standards, requirements, criteria or limtations (ARARS). The
selected renmedy will conply with Federal ARARs or State ARARs where State ARARs are nore stringent, as
determi ned by USEPA. No ARAR waivers will be invoked. The renedy will be

inplenented in conpliance with applicable provisions of CERCLA and the NCP.

Only the substantive requirenments of ARARs apply to on-site activities. Federal programrequirenents
whi ch are inplenented under a del egated State programare ARARs only to the extent they include
requirenents not incorporated into State regulations; the State regulations are the primary ARARs.
Chem cal - Speci fic ARARs: Chemical -specific ARARs regul ate the rel ease to the environnent of

speci fi c substances having certain chem cal characteristics. Chemcal-specific ARARs typically define
the extent of cleanup at a site.

1 Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) National Primary Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR 141),
MCLs are applicable; proposed MCLs are to be considered.

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) National Prinmary Drinking Water Standards (40 CFR 143) non-
zero MCLGs and non-zero proposed MCLGs are applicable or relevant and appropriate.

Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also known as the O ean Water Act--CW) (40 CFR 122,
125, 129, 131), anbient water quality criteria and NPDES programin water runoff, and
groundwat er; del egated NPDES programin Illinois is inplenented at 35 Illinois Adm nistrative
Code 302, 304, and 309.

Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR Part 261.4), waste nust be characterized
by TCLP testing during renedial design/renmedial action to deternine regulatory classification.
This requirenent is applicable if the waste is determined to be characteristically hazardous.

This requirenent would be rel evant and appropriate if the waste are sinilar to listed or
characteristically hazardous waste.

1 Rel eases from Solid Waste Managenent Units (40 CFR Part 264 Subpart F), This requirenent is
applicable to rel eases of contam nants. Concentrations are identical to MlLs.

1 Illinois Goundwater Quality Standards (35 Illinois Adm nistrative Code-- | AC 620.410) are
appl i cabl e for groundwater standards.

Locati on-Specific ARARs: Location-specific ARARs are those requirenments that relate to the
geographic |l ocation of site.

1 None identified.

Action-Specific ARARs: Action-specific ARARs are requirenents that define acceptable treatnment and
di sposal procedures for hazardous substances.

1 National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality (40 CFR Part 50), This requirement is
applicable for alternatives emtting regul ated pol |l utants.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 261) is applicable for definition and



identification of hazardous wastes; delegated programin Illinois is inplenented at 35 Illinois
Admi ni strative Code 721.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 262) is applicable for generators of
hazardous wastes if materials are disposed off site. This requirenent is relevant and
appropriate for waste not characterized as hazardous, because, at a mininum the waste is being
consi dered a special waste. The delegated programin Illinois is inmplemented at 35 Illinois

Adm ni strative Code 722.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 264 Subpart B) is applicable for
general facility standards; delegated programin Illinois is inplenmented at 35 Illinois
Adm ni strative Code 724 Subpart B.

1 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 264 Subpart D) is applicable for
contingency planning; delegated programin Illinois is inplemented at 35 Illinois Adm nistrative
Code 724 Subpart B.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 264 Subpart F), is applicable for
groundwat er nonitoring; delegated programin Illinois is inplenented at Illinois Admnistrative
Code 724 Subpart F.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 264 Subpart G, This requirenent is
applicable. This requirenent is also relevant and appropriate since contamnants will be |eft

in place; delegated programin Illinois is inplemented at 35 Illinois Adm nistrative Code 724

and 725. 35 Illinois Admi nistrative Code 811 and 807 are rel evant and appropriate for closure

and post-closure requirenents, because, at a mninmum the waste is being considered a speci al

wast e.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 264 Subpart 1), This requirenment woul d be
applicable is the waste is deternined to be characteristically hazardous. The requiremnent is
al so rel evant and appropriate because waste will be considered, at a mninum a special waste.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR 264 Subpart K), this requirenent is
rel evant and appropriate because the alternative involves the renoval of a former |agoon
i npoundnent ; del egated programin Illinois is inplemented at 35 Illinois Adm nistrative Code
728.

1 Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) (40 CFR Part 268), This requirenent is applicable
for |and disposal restrictions relative to disposal of waste fromthe site.

1 Illinois Goundwater Quality Standards (35 Illinois Adm nistrative Cod 620 Subpart E) are
appl i cabl e for groundwater nonitoring.

1 Illinois Solid Waste and Special Waste Handling Regulations (35 Illinois Adnministrative Code

808 and 35 Illinois Administrative Code 809) are applicable for off site special waste hauling.

1 Illinois Water Wll Construction Code (77 Illinois Adm nistrative Code 920) is applicable for

the construction and abandonnment of monitoring wells.

To Be Considered (TBCs) are included in the discussion of ARARs: however, TBCs are not ARARs,
but they may be used to design a renedy or set cleanup levels in no ARARs address the site, or
exi sting ARARs do not ensure protectiveness. TBCs may include advisories and gui dance.

Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness is determ ned by evaluating the overall effectiveness proportionate to costs, such
that the selected renedy represents a reasonabl e value for the nmoney to be spent. The estimated net
present worth value of the selected remedy for the shallow soil Aternative #1 is the 10 tines |ess
expensive than the next highest Alternative. Alternative #2 for the deep soils is the nost expensive
alternative, yet the selected renedy will be the alternative nost effective in the long termdue to a
significant reduction in the nobility, toxicity, and volume of on-site contamination. Alternative #2
provides a high degree of certainty that hazards posed by contanination at the site will elinmnate or
reduced to within acceptable levels. Therefore, it was determined that the additional costs were
accept abl e.

Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e



The sel ected renedi es neet the statutory requirement to utilize permanent solutions and treatnent

t echnol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable in a cost-effective manner. O those alternatives that
are protective of human health and the environment and conply with ARARs, |EPA and USEPA have

determ ned that the sel ected remedi es provide the best balance of tradeoffs in ternms of long-term

ef fectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volunme achi eved through excavation
and renoval ; short termeffectiveness; inplenentability; and cost while considering the statutory
preference for treatnent

Preference for Treatnment as a Principal Elenent

The risk associated with the shallow soil operable unit did not warrant treatnent is taken for
property which has been, and will be, utilized in an industrial setting.

The sel ected renmedy for the deep soil operable unit addresses a principal threat posed by the site
t hrough excavation and renoval to reduce contamnant levels to within an acceptable range. Al
treatnment technol ogi es were evaluated and ultinmately repudi ated based on site specific conditions,
whi ch were unsuitable for any of the technologies to be utilized at the site. Therefore, it was
determined by the Illinois EPA and USEPA that excavation and renoval was the best technol ogy too
adequately renediate the site for protection of human health and the environment.

Docurent ati on of Significant Changes

The Proposed Plan for the Parson's Casket Hardware Superfund site was issued for public comment on
July 17, 1996. The Proposed Plan identified Alternative #1 and Alternative #2 as the preferred
alternative for the shallow soil and deep soil operable units, respectively. The public coment
peri od ended August 15, 1996.

The Agency reviewed all public questions and comrents presented at the August 7, 1996 public
hearing and all witten coments received during the public comrent period (see Responsiveness
Summary). |llinois EPA and USEPA determ ned that no significant changes to the renedi es sel ected,
as identified in the Proposed Plan, are necessary.



Chemi cal Specific Federal and State ARARs

St andar d,
Requirenent Criteria,
or Limtation

Appl i cabl e/
Rel evant and

Gtation Descri ption Appropri at e* Comment s

Identification and 40 CFR Part 261.4 Defines those solid wastes which Yes/ Yes If wastes are listed or
Li sting of Hazardous are subject to regulation as characteristic wastes, then SWA
Wast e hazar dous wastes. requirenents are applicable. |If
wastes are simlar to listed or
characteristic wastes, the SWA
requi renents woul d be rel evant
and appropri ate.
Rel eases from Solid 40 CFR Part 264 Est abl i shes maxi mum Yes The maxi mum cont am nant
Wast e Managenent Subpart F contam nant concentrations that concentrations that can be
Units can be rel eased from hazardous rel eased are identical to the
waste units in Part 264, Subpart F. MCLs.
Saf e Drinki ng Water 40 U.S.C. 300 Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level s Yes Pertains to drinking water
Act (MCLs) and non-zero Maxi mum st andar ds
Cont ani nant Level Goal s
(MCLGs) - Enforceabl e standards
est abl i shing naxi mum
perm ssible | evel s of
contam nants in drinking water
froma public water system
National Primary 40 CF. R Part 141 Est abl i shes heal t h- based standards Yes Federal | y enforceabl e drinking
Dri nki ng Wt er for public water systens wat er standar ds
St andar ds (maxi mum cont am nant | evel s)
d ean Water Act 40 C F.R 122, 125, Provi des federal, state and | ocal Yes Applicable to the waters of
129, 131 di scharge for the control of Illinois
di scharges of pollutants to
navi gabl e waters
G oundwater Quality Title 35, Env. Prot. Part 620 describes various aspects Yes G oundwater Quality

Act, Subtitle F, Public
Water Supplies | AC
620. 105- 620. 615

of groundwater quality, including
net hod of classification of
groundwat er, nondegradati on

provi sions and various procedures
and protocols for the nanagenent
and protection of groundwaters.

G oundwat er qual ity standards

are defined.



Action- Specific Federal ARARs

the follow ng discussion applies only to on-site activities

St andar d, Ctation
Requirenent Criteria,
or Limtation

Rel eases from Solid 40 CFR Part 264,

Wast e Managenent Subpart F
Units

C osure and Post - Subpart G
d osure

Use and Managenent Subpart |

of Contai ners

Surface Subpart K
| npoundnent s

Land D sposal 40 CFR Part 268

National Primary and 40 CFR Part 50
Secondary Amnbi ent

Ar Qality

Description Appl i cabl e/
Rel evant and

Appropri at e*

Yes/ Yes
Yes/ Yes
Yes/ Yes
No/ Yes

Establ i shes a tinetable for Yes

restriction of |and disposal of

wast es and ot her hazardous

mat eri al s.

Est abl i shes National Anbient Ar Yes

Qual ity Standards (NAAQS) for
anbient air to protect public
heal th and wel fare.

Coment s

Applicable if hazardous waste
remains on-site. This Subpart

est abl i shes standards for
groundwat er monitoring and
procedures for corrective action if
rel eases do occur. |If waste is
conmpletely treated or renoved,
regul ations are rel evant and
appropriate only because on-site
rel eases are not antici pated.

Establ i shes requirenents for site
closures (if closure is in question)
i ncl udi ng pl acenent and

mai nt enance of a cap.

Applicable if the alternative

i nvol ves storage of hazardous
materials in containers. |Is still
rel evant and appropriate because
the waste will be considered, at a
m nimum a special waste.

Al ternative involves the renoval
of a former surface i npoundnent

Applicable if an alternative

i nvol ves off-site or on-site

di sposal of contam nated soils.
However, for on-site disposal
actions, based upon the criteria set
forth in the Federal Register dated
February 16, 1993, a Correction
Action Managenent Unit nay be

desi gnat ed by USEPA, which

could utilize somewhat |ess
restrictive requirenents than the

| and di sposal regulations and the
m ni mum t echnol ogy

requirenents.

Primary standards applicable for
any alternative emtting regul ated
pol | ut ants.



Acti on- Speci fi c Federal

and State ARARs

the follow ng discussion applies only to on-site activities

St andar d,
Requirenent Criteria,
or Limtation

St andards Applicabl e
to CGenerators of
Hazar dous Waste

St andards for Oaners
and Qperators of
Hazar dous Waste
Treat nent, Storage,
and Di sposal
Facilities

Hazar dous Waste
Managenent

Gener at or
Requi renment s

Landfill d osure and
Post -  osur e
Requi renent s

Treatnent of Waste in
Tanks

Pl acenent of Waste in
Pil es

Speci al Waste

Haul i ng

Land D sposal

Ctation

40 CFR 262

40 CFR 264

Title 35 Env. Prot.
Act Subtitle G Waste
Di sposal

35 | AC 724.101-. 451,

35 | AC 722
Title 35 Env. Prot.
Act, Subpart G

35 | AC 724. 211. 219

35 | AC 724, Subpart J

35 | AC 724, Subpart
L

Title 35 Env. Prot.
Act Subtitle G Waste
Di sposal 35 | AC

809. 101-. 802

35 AC 728

Description

Est abl i shes standards for
generators of hazardous waste in
gener al .

Est abl i shes m ni mum nati onal

st andards whi ch define the

accept abl e managemnent of

hazar dous waste for owners and
operators of facilities which treat,
store, or dispose of hazardous

wast e.

Myt . of hazardous waste in
relation to RCRA. State of
Illinois rules generally parallel
Fed. EPA rul es.

Requi renents for generators of
hazar dous waste

C osure and Post-d osure
Requi rements for Landfills

Specifies requirenents for
treatnment of waste in tanks.

Specifies requirenents for
managenent of waste piles

Applies to all hauling of special
wastes - (al so review | DOT
requirenents).

Speci fi es whi ch wastes may not

Appl i cabl e/
Rel evant and

Appropri at e*

Yes

Yes/ Yes

No/ Yes

Yes

No/ Yes

Yes

Yes/ Yes

Yes

Yes

Coment s

These regul ation are all applicable
once a nediumis identified as
"hazar dous".

These requirenents are applicable
or relevant and appropriate
dependi ng on the nature of the
wastes, or the type of activity
(i.e., treatnment, storage, or

di sposal ) proposed.

May not be applicable to NPL,
CERCLA, but are relevant and
appropri ate dependent upon
technol ogy and desi gn of RA

The State of |IL should deterni ne
status of RCRA/ CERCLA

interface during screening of
Remedi al Technol ogy.

| f excavated soils are determ ned
to be characteristically hazardous,
then this requirenment is applicable
This requirenment is relevant and
appropri ate.

Appl i cabl e where soils
stabilization is proposed ex-situ.

Applicable to RA where

excavated soils are determned to
be characteristically hazardous
and placed in waste piles prior to
treatment. Relevant and

appropri ate because, at a

m ni mum the excavated soils wll
be considered a special waste.
Appl i cabl e because, at a

m ni mum the excavated materi al
i s being considered a special
wast e.

Where excavated soils are



Restrictions

Locati on- Speci fi ¢ Federal

St andar d,
Requirement Criteria
or Limtation

National H storic
Preservati on Act

Ar chaeol ogi cal and
H storic Preservation
Act

H storic Sites,
Bui | di ngs, and
Antiquities Act

Fish and Wlidlife
Coordi nati on Act

Endanger ed Species
Act

C ean Water Act

a

16
40
36

1
40

15
40

16

16
50
50

33

ARARs

tation

USC 470
CFR 6. 301(b)
CFR Part 800

6 USC 469
CFR 6301

USC 461- 467
CFR 6. 301( a)

USC 661- 666

USC 1531
CFR Part 200
CFR Part 402

USC 1251-1376

be di sposed of on I and

Description

Requi res federal agencies to take
into account the effect of any
federal | y-assi sted undertaki ng or
licensing on any district, site
bui |l di ng, structure, or object that
is included in or eligible for the
inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places.

Est abl i shes procedures to provide
for preservation of historical and
ar chaeol ogi cal data which m ght
be destroyed through alteration of
terrain as a result of a federa
construction project or a federally
licensed activity or program

Requires federal agencies to
consi der the existence and

l ocation of |andnmarks on the
Nat i onal Registry of Natural
Landmarks to avoi d undesirable
i npacts on such | andnarks.

Requi res consul tati on when

federal departnment or agency
proposes or authorizes any stream
or other water body and adequate
provision for protection of fish
and wildlife resources.

Requires action to conserve
endangered species within critica
habi tats upon whi ch endanger ed
speci es depend, includes

consul tation with Departnent of
Interior

Provi des federal, state and | oca
di scharge for the control of

di scharges of pollutants to

navi gabl e waters.

Appl i cabl e/
Rel evant and

Appropri at e*
No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

Yes

determ ned to be characteristically

hazardous, this requirement is applicable

Conment s

The remedy does not affect any
district, site, building, structure
or object listed or eligible for the
Nat i onal Regi ster

The remedy does not affect

hi storical or archaeol ogi cal data

The remedy does not affect any
Nat ural Landmar k

It is unlikely that the alternatives
wi Il involve any nodifications of
near by streans.

No endanger ed speci es were
found on the site

Applicable to the waters of
I11inois.



Locati on- Speci fi c Federal

St andar d,
Requirenent Criteria,
or Limtation

Dredge or Fill

Requi renent s
(Section 404)

Ri vers and Harbors
Act of 1899

Section 10 Permt

Executive Order on
Protection of
Wt | ands

Executive Order on
Fl oodpl ai n
Managenent

W der ness Act

National Wldlife
Ref uge System

Sceni¢c R ver Act

Coast al Zone
Managenent Act

ARARSs

Gtation

40 CFR Parts 230,
231

33 USC 403

33 CFR Parts 320-330

Exec.
11, 990
40 CFR 6.0302(a) and
Appendi x A

Order No.

Exec.
11, 988

Order No.

16 USC 1131
50 CFR 35.1

16USC 668
50 CFR Part 27

16 USC 1271
40 CFR 6.302(e)

16 USC 1451

Description

Requires permits for discharge of
dredged or fill material into
navi gabl e water.

Gves authority to states over
rivers and harbors

Requires permt for structures or
work in or affecting navigable
wat er s

Requires federal agencies to avoid
to the extent possible, the adverse
i npacts associated with the
destruction or loss of wetlands
and to avoid support of new
construction in wetlands if a
practical alternative exists.

Requires federal agencies to

eval uate the potential effects of
actions they nay take in a
floodplain to avoid the adverse

i mpacts associated with direct and
i ndirect devel opnent of a

f1 oodpl ai n.

Adm ni ster federally-owned
wi |l derness area to ensure it is left
uni npact ed.

Restricts activities within a
National WIdlife Refuge

Prohi bits adverse effects on scenic
rivers.

Conduct activities in accordance
with state-approved nanagemnent
pr ogr am

Appl i cabl e/
Rel evant and

Appropri at e*
No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

No/ No

Conmrent s

There will be no di scharge of
dredged or fill nmaterial into
navi gabl e waters as part of the
remedi ati on.

No rivers or harbors are potenti al
receptors.

The remedy does not invol ve
construction in or affecting
navi gabl e wat ers.

No al ternative involves any
nodi fications or |oss of wetlands.

This site is not within a 100-year
fl oodpl ai n.

There are no wi | derness areas on-
site or adjacent to the site.

There are no wildlife refuges on-
site or adjacent to the site.

No scenic rivers in the area.

Area is not a coastal zone.



Locati on-Specific State ARARs

St andar d,
Requirenent Criteria,
or Limtation

Public Hearing

Advertisenent and
Ti m ng Requirenents

Publ i c Hearing
Requi renent s

Facility Siting
I nformation

Sei sm ¢ Standards

Facility Location

*-(Once the question "Is this regulation applicable?" is answered "Yes,"
the waste at Parson's wll
Therefore,
determ ned not to be hazardous,

However ,
(RD RA) phase.

Gtation

Title 35, Env. Prot.
Act Subtitle A GCen.

Prov. Part 166,
Procedures for Public
Hearings. 166.120, 35

| AC Part 166. 130,
166. 191, 35 I AC Part
725

35 IAC 168
35 I AC 168
35 I AC 166
35 I AC 166
35 I AC 166

35 I AC 703. 184

35 I AC 724.118

35 I AC 811.102, .302

Description

Noti ce shall be published once
weekly for 3 consecutive weeks,
with the first notice given at |east
45 days prior to the date of the
hearing. The hearing in the State
of Il shall be presided over by the
"Hearing O ficer" on State Lean

NPL Projects. A verbatimrecord,
transcript of the |egal proceedings
will be taken. The hearing record
shal | be closed 30 days after the
date of the hearing. A

responsi veness sunmary shall be
prepared by | EPA

Air Permt Requirements

Wast ewat er Permit Requirenents
RCRA Permits

NPDES Permit Hearings

Sanitary Landfill and d osure
Pl an | nformational Hearing

Defines informati on required on
location with respect to geol ogy

Specifies seisnmic requirenents for
construction of hazardous waste
facilities

Describes location requirenents

and restrictions for siting
hazardous waste facilities

be rel evant and appropri ate,

Appl i cabl e/
Rel evant and

Appropri at e*

Yes

Yes

No/ No

No/ Yes

No/ Yes

be applicable if the waste is deternmined to be hazardous.
thus the "Yes/Yes" designation.

Conmrent s

No pernits are required for on-
site activities under CERCLA
But, requirements for public
hearings are applicabl e.

No pernits are required for on-
site activities under CERCLA
But requirenents for public
hearings will be applicable.

This is not an ARAR as it is
entirely adm nistrative.
This requirenent is relevant and
appropri ate.

This requirenent is relevant and

appropri ate.

the question "Is this regulation rel evant and appropriate?" does not apply.
be characterized for classification as hazardous or not hazardous during the renedial
in some ARAR eval uations the criteria wll
the criteria would still

desi gn/ r enedi al
If the waste is



To Be Consi dered (TBCs)

St andar d, CGtation Description Appl i cabl e/ Comrent s
Requirenent Criteria, Rel evant and
or Limtation Appropri at e#
1-Day Health USEPA O fice of Nonenf or ceabl e concentrati ons of TBC The advisory is protective for a
Advi sory Dri nki ng Water drinki ng water contam nants that 10-kg child; therefore, also
are not expected to cause protective for adults.

noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health
effects over a 1l-day exposure

duration.
10-Day Health USEPA O fice of Nonenf or ceabl e concentrati ons of TBC The advisory level is protective
Advi sory Dri nki ng Wat er dri nki ng water contami nants that for a 10-kg child; therefore, also
are not expected to cause protective for adults.

noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health
effects over a 10-day exposure

durati on.
Long- Term Heal t h USEPA O fice of Nonenf or ceabl e concentrations of TBC The longer termadvisory level is
Advi sory Dri nki ng Wt er drinki ng water contamni nants that for a 10-kg child. Additional
are not expected to cause advi sory levels are available for a
noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health 70-kg adul t.
effects over a 7-year (or 10% of
an individual lifetime) exposure
durati on.
Lifetime Health USEPA O fice of Nonenf or ceabl e concentrations of TBC Lifetine health advisories are not
Advi sory Dri nki ng Wt er dri nki ng water contamnm nants that recomrended for any of the
are not expected to cause chemical s classified as known or
noncar ci nogeni ¢ adverse health probabl e human carci nogens; and
effects over a lifetinme exposure. for certain chenmicals classified as

possi bl e human car ci nogens.

# - To Be Considered (TBCs) criteria are included, however, TBCs are not ARARs, but they may be used to design a renedy or set cleanup levels if no
ARARs address the site, or if existing ARARs do not ensure protectiveness. TBCs may include advisories or guidance.



<I M5 SRC 0596307D>
<I M5 SRC 0596307E>
<I M5 SRC 0596307F>
<I M5 SRC 0596307G>
<I M5 SRC 0596307H>
<I M5 SRC 05963071 >
<I M5 SRC 0596307J>
<I M5 SRC 0596307K>
<I M5 SRC 0596307L>
<I M5 SRC 0596307MW>
<I M5 SRC 0596307N>
<I M5 SRC 05963070C>
<I M5 SRC 0596307P>
<I M5 SRC 0596307Q>



TABLE 1-1
SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS FOUND | N SURFACE SO LS
AT PARSON S CASKET HARDWARE SI TE, BELVIDERE, ILLINO S

Mean Concentration in Maxi mum Concentrati on
Surface Soils (ng/Kg) in Surface Soils (my/Kg)
Chemi ca

| NORGANI CS
Ant i mony 4.8 13.7
Arsenic 6.1 11.9
Bari um 102 240
Beryllium 0.5 1.2
Cadm um 1.7 7.1
Chr om um 24 139
Cobal t 6.9 11.3
Copper 1125 12700
Lead 106 319
Manganese 488 1030
N ckel 160 985
Sel eni um
Silver 8.5 39.9
Vanadi um 26 108
Zinc 748 6310
Cyani de 6.7 26.5
ORGANI CS
Acet one 0.01 0.01
Acenapht hene 0. 07 0.08
Acenapht hyl ene 0.12 0.12
Ant hr acene 0.20 0. 43
Benzene 0. 0008 0. 0009
Benzo( A) ant hr acene 0.64 2.25
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 0.76 2.55
Benzo(k) fl uorant hene 0.42 1.05
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 0.48 1.40
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0.59 1.95
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 0. 68 1.20
Chl or of orm 0. 003 0. 003
Chrysene 0. 68 2.50
Di benzo(a, h) ant hracene 0.22 0. 44
Di benzof uran 0.11 0.13
D -n-butyl phthal ate 0.29 0.99
Fl uor ant hene 0. 86 2.50
Fl uor ene 0.11 0.12
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.52 1.40
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 0. 029 0. 056
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 0.26 0.59
Napht hal ene 0.18 0. 26
Phenant hr ene 0. 64 1.60
Pyrene 0.99 3.00
Tetrachl or oet hyl ene
Tol uene
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 0. 003 0. 004

Tri chl or oet hyl ene 0. 003 0. 003



TABLE 1-2
SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS | N BACKGROUND SO LS
AT PARSON S CASKET HARDWARE SI TE, BELVIDERE, ILLINO S

Mean Concentration in Maxi mum Concentrati on
Surface Soils (ng/Kg) in Surface Soils (my/Kg)
Chem ca

| NORGANI CS
Ant i mony
Arsenic 6 6.9
Bari um 136 185
Beryllium 0.5 0.8
Cadm um 0.4 0.4
Chr om um 13 16.8
Cobal t 9 12.6
Copper 33 37.4
Lead 98 104
Manganese 1282 1370
N ckel 24 25.8
Sel eni um
Silver 0.5 0.8
Vanadi um 26 32.5
Zinc 156 168
Cyani de 0.6 0.7
ORGANI CS
Acet one
Acenapht hene 0. 058 0. 06
Acenapht hyl ene 0.03 0.05
Ant hr acene 0.16 0.19
Benzene
Benzo( A) ant hr acene 0.28 0.41
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 0.53 0.55
Benzo(k) fl uorant hene 0. 27 0. 49
Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 0.18 0.3
Benzo( a) pyr ene 0. 47 0. 49
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 3.85 5.7
Chl or of orm
Chrysene 0.32 0.52
Di benzo(a, h) ant hr acene 0. 05 0. 05
Di benzof uran 0.03 0.03
D -n-butyl phthal ate 0.31 0. 38
Fl uor ant hene 1.12 1.2
Fl uor ene 0.05 0.09
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 0.30 0.31
Met hyl ene Chl ori de 0. 002 0. 006
2- Met hyl napht hal ene 0.18 0.22
Napht hal ene 0.21 0.22
Phenant hr ene 0. 67 0.77
Pyrene 1.08 1.10
Tetrachl or oet hyl ene
Tol uene 0. 008 0. 015

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Tri chl or oet hyl ene



TABLE 1-3

SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS FOUND | N DEEP SO LS
AT PARSON S CASKET HARDWARE SI TE, BELVIDERE, ILLINO S

Mean Concentration in
Deep Soils (ny/kg)

Chemi cal
I NORGANI CS [ no/ kg]

Al um num
Ant i mony
Arseni c
Bari um
Beryllium
Cadm um
Cal ci um
Chrom um
Cobal t
Copper
Iron

Lead
Magnesi um
Manganese
Mer cury

N ckel

Pot assi um
Sel eni um
Silver
Sodi um
Thal i um
Vanadi um
Zi nc

Cyani de

CRGANI CS [ g/ kg]

Acenapht hene

Acenapht hyl ene

Ant hr acene

Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzo( a) pyrene

Benzo(g, h,i)peryl ene

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Car bazol e

Chrysene

Di benzo( a, h) ant hracene
Di benzof uran

5540. 32
6.71
4.74

59. 68

0. 45
2.92
52851. 00
13. 49
5.36
154. 57
11831. 45
37.28
27461.73
363. 52
0.53
144. 37
568. 57
1.17

15. 26
242.11
1.29

16. 39
158. 91
21. 36

Note units bel ow in ug/kg

127.33
116. 67
315. 40
632. 21
785. 47
354. 50
730. 80
540. 38
340. 55
170. 40
637. 13
321. 25
88. 83

Maxi mum Concentrati on
in Deep Soils (mg/kg)

15300.
24.

28.
190.

1.

8.
157000.
139.
11.
2750.
38400.
425.
99200.
1020.
0.
4740.
1520.
4.

155.
1680.
27.

36.
1580.
467.

280.
120.
480.
2300.
3100.
1100.
2000.
1200.
1700.
340.
2700.
450.
210.

00
20
30
00
40
40
00
00
70
00
00
00
00
00
70
00
00
00
00
00
60
90
00
00

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00



TABLE 1-3 ( CONTI NUED)

SUMVARY OF CONTAM NANTS FOUND | N DEEP SO LS
AT PARSON S CASKET HARDWARE SI TE, BELVI DERE,

Chemi cal
ORGANI CS [ug/ kg] (Cont'd)

1, 2-Di chl or oet hene

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Di - n- but ypht hal at e

Di - n-octyl pht hal ate

Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

I deno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene
Met hyl ene Chl ori de

2- Met hyl napht hal ene
Napht hal ene

N- N trosodi phenyl am ne(1)
Pent achl or ophenol
Phenant hr ene

Phenol

Pyrene

1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Tri chl or oet hene

Tol uene

588.
65.
699.
134.
619.
98.
239.
362.
2900.
1459.
685.
120.
958.
.00
30.
.00

ILLINO S

Mean Concentration in
Deep Soils (ug/kg)

.00

39
07
47
20
50
00
89
80
00
00
75
00
05

20

Maxi mum Concentrati on

in Deep Soils (ug/kg)

90. 50

6387.
130.
2600.
260.
1400.
140.
600.
2500.
2900.
4200.
3000.
120.
4800.
.00
120.
.00

.00

00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00
00

00

380. 00



TABLE 1-4

SUMVARY COF CONTAM NANTS FOUND | N THE GROUNDWATER
AT PARSON S CASKET HARDWARE SI TE, BELVI DERE,

Chemi cal
CRGANI CS

1, 1- D chl or oet hane

1, 1- Di chl or oet hyl ene

1, 2-t- D chl or oet hyl ene
1, 2- D chl or oet hane
Tetrachl or oet hyl ene
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane
Tri chl or oet hyl ene

I NORGANI CS

Arseni c
Bari um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Lead
Manganese
N ckel

Sel eni um
Zi nc

Mean Concentration

(ug/L)

27
10
225
2.5
39
169
254

73

48
13
203
60

19

ILLINO S

(ug/L)

Maxi mum Concentrati on

500
64
4900

250
1900
1350

38
107
24
13.2
666
61
2060
736
17
152



Table 1-5. Summary of
of 4)

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to CTEL
Concentrations

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to RVE2
Concentrations

Ri sk Driver:
Exposur e Pat hway(s)

Ri sk Driver:
Compound( s)

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to CTEL
Concentrations

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to RVE2
Concentrations

Ri sk Driver
Exposur e Pat hway(s)

Ri sk Driver:
Compound( s)

Car ci nogeni ¢ and Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sks Associ ated with Exposure to Site and Background Shal | ow Soil Under

Current Receptor: Site Wrker

Car ci nogeni ¢ R sk3 Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk4
Site Shall ow Soi l Backgr ound Shal | ow Soi | Site Shall ow Soi l Backgr ound Shal | ow Soi |
1 x 10-6 1 x 10-6 <1 <1
5 x 10-6 7 x 10-6 <1 <1
1) Ingestion 1) Ingestion N A N A
2) Dernal 2) Dermal
1) Arsenic 1) Arsenic N A N A

1) Benzo(a)pyrene 1) Benzo(a)pyrene

Current Receptor: Adult Trespasser

2 x 10-7 1 x 10-7 <1 <1
8 x 10-6 8 x 10-6 <1 <1
1) Ingestion 1) Ingestion N A N A
2) Dernal 2) Dermal
1) Arsenic 1) Arsenic N A N A

2) Benzo(a)pyrene 1) Benzo(a)pyrene

Current and Future Land Use Scenari os.

(Page 1



Tabl e 1-5.
of 4)

Summary of

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to CTEL
Concentrations

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to RVE2
Concentrations

Ri sk Driver:
Exposur e Pat hway(s)

Ri sk Driver:
Conpound( s)

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to CTEL
Concentrations

Ri sks Associated with
Exposure to RVE2
Concentrations

Ri sk Driver
Exposur e Pat hway(s)

Ri sk Driver:
Conpound( s)

Car ci nogeni ¢ and Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sks Associated with Exposure to Site and Background Shal | ow Soi |

Fut ure Receptor:

Adul t Resi dent

Car ci nogeni ¢ R sk3

Site Shal | ow Soi |

1)
2)

1)
2)

3 x 10-6

3 x 10-5

I ngesti on
Der mal

Arsenic
Benzo( a) pyr ene

Fut ure Receptor:

3 x 10-6

3 x 10-5

I ngesti on
Der mal

Arsenic
Benzo( a) pyr ene

Backgr ound Shal | ow Soi |

1)
2)

1)
1)

1)
2)

1)
1)

3 x 10-6

3 x 10-5

I ngesti on
Der mal

Arsenic
Benzo( a) pyr ene

Chi |l d Resi dent

3 x 10-6

3 x 10-5

I ngesti on
Der mal

Arsenic
Benzo( a) pyr ene

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk4
Hazard Quoti ent

Site Shal | ow Soi l Backgr ound Shal | ow Soi |

<1 <1
3.8 3.3
I ngesti on I ngesti on
Manganese Manganese
<1 1
3.9 4.4
I ngesti on I ngesti on
Manganese Manganese
Si |l ver

Under

Current and Future Land Use Scenari os.

(Page 2



Table 1-5. Summary of Carcinogenic and Noncarci nogeni ¢ R sks Associated with Exposure to Site and Background Shall ow Soil Under Current and Future Land Use Scenarios. (Page 3
of 4)

Current Receptor: Site Wrker

Car ci nogeni ¢ R sk3 Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk4
Hazard Quoti ent
Site Shal | ow Soi l Background Shal | ow Soi | Site Shal | ow Soi l Backgr ound Shal | ow Soi |

Ri sks Associated with 1 x 10-6 1 x 10-6 <1 <1
Exposure to CTEL
Concentrat i ons
Ri sks Associated with 5 x 10-6 7 x 10-6 <1 <1
Exposure to RVE2
Concentrat i ons
Ri sk Driver: 1) Ingestion 1) Ingestion N A N A
Exposur e Pat hway(s) 2) Dernal 2) Dernal
Ri sk Driver: 1) Arsenic 1) Arsenic N A N A
Conpound( s) 1) Benzo(a)pyrene 1) Benzo(a)pyrene

Future Receptor: Construction Wrker

Ri sks Associated with 2 x 10-7 6 x 10-7 <1l <1l
Exposure to CTEL
Concentrations

Ri sks Associated with 2 x 10-6 1 x 10-6 1.4 1.3
Exposure to RVE2
Concentrations

Ri sk Driver 1) Ingestion 1) Ingestion I ngesti on I ngesti on
Exposur e Pat hway(s) 2) Dernal 2) Dernal
Ri sk Driver: 1) Arsenic 1) Arsenic Manganese Manganese

Conpound( s) 2) Benzo(a)pyrene 1) Benzo(a)pyrene Silver



Table 1-5. Sunmmary of Carcinogenic and Noncarci nogeni ¢ R sks Associated with Exposure to Site and Background Shall ow Soil Under CQurrent and Future Land Use Scenarios. (Page 4
of 4)

Future Receptor: Adult Trespasser

Car ci nogeni ¢ R skl Noncar ci nogeni ¢ Ri sk4
Hazard Quoti ent

Site Shal | ow Soi l Background Shal | ow Soi | Site Shal | ow Soi l Backgr ound Shal | ow Soi |
Ri sks Associated with 1 x 10-7 1 x 10-7 <1 <1
Exposure to CTEL
Concentrat i ons
Ri sks Associated with 8 x 10-6 8 x 10-6 <1 <1
Exposure to RVE2
Concentrat i ons
Ri sk Driver: 1) Ingestion 1) Ingestion N A N A
Exposur e Pat hway(s) 2) Dernal 2) Dernal
Ri sk Driver: 1) Arsenic 1) Arsenic N A N A
Conpound( s) 1) Benzo(a)pyrene 1) Benzo(a)pyrene

1 CTE
2.  RME = Reasonabl e Maxi num Exposure

3. An excess carcinogenic risk less than 10-6 is considered acceptabl e.
4

N

Foot not es: Central Tendency Exposure

. A Hazard Quotient greater than 1.0 indicates a potential adverse health effect.
A = Not Applicable



ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX FOR THE PARSON S CASKET HARDWARE SI TE

The Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended
by the Superfund Amendments and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), requires the establishment of an
Adm ni strative record (AR) upon which the President shall base the selection of a response action
(SARA; Sec. 113 (K) (1).

The Illinois Environnental Protection Agency (IEPA) in conjunction with the U S. Environnental
Protecti on Agency has conpiled the following official Admi nistrative Record Index for the Parson's
Casket Hardware NPL site located in Boone County, Illinois. This index with associated actual file

will be updated by the |EPA

Pl ease refer to information provided in the enclosed | EPA fact sheet on who and where to direct
qguestions concerning this index.
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Qui dance Docunents Consul ted on Parson's Casket Hardware Site
Remedy Sel ection

Qui dance for Conducting Renedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies 10/1/88, Pages (390) OSVER
#9355-3. 01

RI/FS I nprovenents Date: 7/23/87, Pages (11) OSVER #9355 0-20

RI/FS I nprovenents Foll owup, Date: 4/25/88, Pages (16), OSVER #9355. 3- 05

Super fund Federal -1 ead Remedi al Managenent Handbook, Date: 12/1/86, Pages (179, OSWER #9355.1-1

Super fund Reredi al Design and Renedi al Action Quidance, Date: 6/1/86, Pages (100), OSWER #9355. 0-4a
Superfund State-lead Renedial Project Managenent Handbook, Date: 12/1/86, Pages (120), OSWER #9355. 2-1
RI/FS - Daily Quality/site & Waste Assessnent

Compendi um of Superfund Field Operations Mthods, Date: 12/1/87, Pages (550), OSWER #9355. 0- 14

Data Quality Objectives for Renedi al Response Activities:, Date: 3/1/87, Pages (150), OSVER #9355.0-7b

Data Quality Cbjectives for Remedi al Response Activities: Exanple Scenario: R/FS Activities at a
Site Wcontam nated Soils and Groundwater, Date: 3/1/87, Pages (120), OSVER #9355.0-7b

Field Screening for Organic Contam nants in Sanples from Hazardous Waste Sites, Dates 4/2/86, Pages
(11)

Field Screening Methods Catal og: User's Quide, Date 9/1/88, Pages (90),
Field Standard COperating Procedures Manual #6 Wrk Zones, Date 4/1/85, Pages (19), OSWER 9285. 2. 04

Field Standard Qperating Procedures Manual #9 Site Safety Plan, Date: 4/1/85, Pages (26), OSVER
#9285. 2. 05

Laboratory Data Validation Functional Cuidelines for Eval uating
I norgani cs Anal yses, Date 7/1/88, Pages (20)

Laboratory Data Validation Functional Cuidelines for Evaluating |Inorganics Anal yses, Date 2/1/88,
Pages (45)

Practical Quide for Gound-water Sanpling, Date: 9/1/85, Pages (175), Epa/600/2-85/104

Soil Sanpling Quality Assurance User's Quide, Date: 5/1/84, Pages 104, Epa 600/ 4- 84/ 043
RI/FS Land Di sposal Facility Technol ogy

Covers for Uncontroll ed Hazardous Wastes Sites, Dates: 9/1/85, Pages (475), Epal/540/2-85/002

Desi gn, Construction, and Evaluation of day Liners for Waste Managenent Facilities, Date: 11/1/88,
Pages (500), Epa/530/sw 86/007ff

Eval uati ng Cover Systens for Solid and Hazardous Waste, 9/1/82, Pages (58), OSVER #9476.00-1
Land D sposal Restrictions, Date: 8/11/87, Page (23)

A Conpendi um of Technol ogi es Used in the Treatnent of Hazardous Wastes, Date 9/1/87, Pages (49),
Epa/ 625/ 8- 87/ 014

Car bon Adsorption Isotherms for Toxics Organics, Date: 4/1/80, Pages (321), Epa/6008-80-023

Handbook for Stabilization/solidification of Hazardous Waste, Date: 6/1/86, Pages (125),
Epa/ 540/ 2- 86- 001

Revi ews of In-place Treatnment Tech-niques for Contam nated Surface Soils-vol. 1. Tech-nical
Eval uation, Date: 9/19/84, Pages (165), Epa/540/2-84-003a



Technol ogy Screening Quide for Treatnment of Cercla Soils and Sludges, Date 9/1/88, Pages (130), Epa
540/ 2- 88/ 004

Rl /FS G ound-water Mnitoring & Protection Criteria for ldentifying Areas of \Vul nerabl e Hydrogeol ogy
under Rcra: Statutory Interpretive Quidance, Date: 7/1/86, Pages (950),
OBVEER #9472. 00- 2a

Fi nal Rcra Conprehensi ve Ground-water Mnitoring Eval uation (One) Quidance Docunent, Date 12/19/ 86,
Pages (55), OSWER #9950. 2

G ound-water Protection Strategy, Date: 8/1/84, Pages (65), Epa /440/6-84-002

Qui delines for Ground-water Cassification under the Epa Ground- water Protection Strategy, Date:
12/ 1/ 86, Pages (600), Epa/ 440/ 6-84- 002

Protocol for G ound-water Evaluations, Date: 9/1/86, Pages (200), OSWER #9080.0-1
Cercla Conpliance with Gher Environnental Statutes, Date: 10/2/85, Pages (19), OSWER 9234.0-2
Cercla Conpliance with ther Laws Manual, Date: 8/8/88, Pages (245). OSWER #9234.1.01

Fi nal Rcra Conprehensi ve G ound-water Mnitoring Eval uation (One) Qui dance Document (Secondary
Reference), Date: 12/19/86, Pages (55), OSWER #9950. 2

Rcra Ground-water Mnitoring Technical Enforcenent Quidance, Date: 9/1/86, Pages (8), OSWER #9950. 1a
Rcra Ground-water Mnitoring Tech-nical Enforcenent Qui dance Docunent,, Tech:
Atsdr Health Assessnent on Npl Sites, Date: 6/16/86, Pages (14)

Chem cal, Physical & Biological Properties of Conmpounds Present at Hazardous Waste Sites, Date:
9/ 27/ 85, Pages (320), OSVER #9850. 3

Qui delines for Carcinogen Ri sk Assessnment, Date: 9/24/86, Pages (13), OSVER #9285. 4-02

Health Effects Assessment Docunent, Vol. 28: Acetone, Arsenic, Asbestos, Date 9/1/84, Pages (1750),
Epa/ 540/ 1- 86/ 001- 058

Integrated R sk Information System (Iris) a Conputer Based Health

Ri sk I nformati on System Avail abl e Through E-mail Brochure on Access Is Included), Date: - Pages (0)
Public Health R sk Eval uati on Database Two D skettes Containing the Dbase lii, 9/16/88, Pages (0)
Super fund Exposure Assessnent Manual, Date: 4/1/88, Pages (160), OSWER #9285.5-1

Community Relations in Superfund: a Handbook, Date: 6/1/88, Pages (188), OSWER #9230. 0- 03b

Interi mQuidance on Superfund Sel ection of Renedy Date: 12/24/86 Pages (10) OSVER #9850. 0- 19

Rcra/ cercla Decisions More on Renedy Sel ection, Date: 6/24/85, Pages 93)

Thonson, K. O T., Chaudhary, M A., Dovantis, K, and R R Riesing, Goundwater Renediation Using
Extraction, Treatnent and Recharge System Focus GMWR, Wnter 1989, Pages 92-99.

Timerman, C. L., Feasibility Testing of In-Situ Vitrification of Arnold Engi neering Devel oprent
Center Contam nated Soils, Report Prepared by Pacific Northwest Laboratory, Richland, Washi ngton,
ORNL/ Sub/ 88- 14384/ 1, March 1989..

Utrox International, Brochure and Test Data.

US EPA, d eaning Excavated Soil Using Extraction Agents: A State-of-the-Art Review, Risk

Reducti on Engi neering Laboratory, Ofice of Research and Devel opnent, C ncinnati, Chio,
EPA/ 600/ 2- 89/ 034, June 1989a.



US EPA, Control and Treatnment Technol ogy for the Metal Finishing Industry, EPA/625/8-81-007@ 1981.
US EPA, Draft Interim Quidance of Estinating |Inhalation Exposure During Showeling. Ofice of Research
and Devel opnment, 1988a?

US EPA, Eval uati on of Emerging Technol ogies for the Destruction of Hazardous Wastes, EPA/ 600/ 2-85/069,
June 1985.

US EPA, Health Effects Assessnent Summary Tables - First/Second Quarters FY1990, OERR9200-6- 303
(90-1/2), 1990.

US EPA Meeting Hazardous Waste Requirenents for Metal Finishers, EPA/625/4-87/ Septenber 1987.

US EPA, Renedial Action at Waste D sposal Sites, EPA/ 625/6-85/006, Cctober 1985.

US EPA, R sk Assessment Cuidance for Superfund. Volume 1: Hunan Heal th Eval uation Manual (Part A).
InterimFinal. Ofice of Energency and Renedi al Response, 1989.

US EPA, Ri sk Assessnent Cuidance for Superfund. Volune 1: Human Health Eval uation Manual (Part B).
InterimFinal. Ofice of Energency and Renedi al Response, Decenber 1991.

US EPA, Second International Conference on new Frontiers for Hazardous Waste Managenent,
EPA/ 600/ 9- 87/ 018F, August 1987.

US EPA, _ Superfund Exposure Assessment Manual. O fice of Energy and Renedi al Response.
EPA/ 540/ 1- 88/ 001, 1988b.

US EPA, Superfund Public Health Eval uation Manual, EPA/ 540/ 1-86/ 060, O fice of Energency and Renedi al
Response, 1986.

US EPA, Superfund Record of Decision, Byron Salvage Yard IL, Third Remedial Action,
EPA/ RODY RCB5- 89/ 089, June 1989b.

US EPA, Superfund I nnovative Technol ogy Eval uation (SITE) Program Description Panphlet,
EPA/ 540/ 8- 89/ 002, EPA Research Synposium April 10-12, 1989.

US EPA, Survey of Fugitive Dust for Coal Mnes. EPA-908/1-78/003, 1978.

US EPA (1990). "Gound Penetrating Radar Survey, Dec. 12, 1989, Parson's Casket, Bel videre,
Il'linois,” Superfund Technical Support Unit, Chicago, |llinois.

Weber, W T., and B. M Van Miet, Synthetic Adsorbents and Activated Carbons for Water Treatnent:
Overvi ew and Experinental Conparisons, AWM Joumal, Volume 73, Pages 420-425, August 1981.

Weber, W J., Physicochen-dcal Processes for Water Quality Control, John Wley & Sons, Pages 503-531@
1972.

Wber, W F., and W Bownan, Menbranes Replacing O her Separation Technol ogi es, Chenical Engi neering
Progress, Volunme 82, No. 1 1, Pages 23-28, 1986.

Weston, Task Order 7, InterimTech ical Report Heavy Metal Contam nated Soil Treatnent: Conceptual
Devel opnent, February. 1?87.

Weston, In-Situ Volatilization Remedi al System Cost Anal ysis, Technical Report prepared for U S Arny
Toxi ¢ and Hazardous Materials Agency, Maryland, August 1987.

Wlson, J. T., and C H Wrd, Opportunities for Bioreclanation of Aquifers Contaminated with
Pet r ol eum Hydr ocar bons, Devel oprments in Industrial M crobiology, 1987, Supplenent No. 1, Pages
109- 116.



Soi | Screening Cuidance: User Quide, April 1996
Rol e of the Baseline R sk Assessnent, OSWER Directive 9355.0-30

Responsi veness Summary for the Parson's Casket Hardware Site Public Hearing Illinois EPA File #248-96
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AGENCY DECI SI ON

On Septenber 26, 1996, the Illinois Environnental Protection Agency (IIlinois EPA or Agency) and the

United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) decided to accept the renedial actions as
outlined in the proposed plan for the Parson's Casket Hardware Conpany Site. The effective date of
this decision is Septenber 30, 1996

Par son's Casket Hardware Conpany

The Parson's Casket Hardware Conpany nmanufactured and plated netal fittings for caskets from 1898
until it filed for bankruptcy in August, 1982. Fromthe md-1920s until 1982, the conpany operated at
424 Fairview Street in Belvidere, Illinois. El ectroplating netal parts typically produced wastes such
as heavy metal contam nated sludges, cyanide plating and cl eaning sol utions, and netal -cl eani ng
chlorinated solvents. The property is currently being used for simlar industrial processes by a
different conpany but with strict waste nmanagenent practices being utilized to prevent any
contribution to the sites contam nation. The site boundaries are shown on the site nap (page 4) al ong
with the location of the waste | agoon where the contam nation |levels are the nost severe. The current
owners and operators at the site have offices, processes, storage, and distribution areas all |ocated
at the site but are not in any way affiliated with the Parson's Casket Hardware Conpany.

I LLI NO S EPA PUBLI C HEARI NG AND HEARI NG RECCRD

Upon review of the Proposed Plan, the Illinois EPA issued a Public Notice to announce two Public
Avail ability Sessions on June 25, 1996 (2:30-4:30pm and 6:30-8:30pnm). Because of the public interest,
the Illinois EPA determined that a public hearing should be held. The hearing notification was

published in the Rockford Register Star and in the Belvidere Daily Republican on the follow ng
approxi mate dates: July 5, 13 and 23, 1996.

The public comment period began on July 17, 1996. The public hearing started at 6:30 pm on \Wednesday,
August 7, 1996, with twenty-seven people attending the proceedings held at the Ida Public Library (320
North State Street, Belvidere) and continued until 8:00 pm The public coment period and the hearing
record were cl osed on August 15, 1996

Thi s responsi veness summary addresses comments received at the public hearing and witten comments
recei ved by the Agency between July 17, 1996, and August 15, 1996. The nmin issue addressed at the
public hearing was that of the Proposed Plan. The proposed plan is the docunment that suggests a
course of action that the Agencies nay take to renediate the site. The public conment period allows
the Agencies to receive any questions or conments related to the proposed plan before a final decision
is made. The proposed plan may al so undergo revisions due to the comrents that are submitted if the
Agenci es believe that the proposed plan shoul d be changed in order to address issues raised by the
public. A responsiveness summary is prepared to address any rel evant questions or coments, whether
they result in changes being nade to the proposed plan or not.



Ctizens are encouraged to review the proposed plan and other docunents including fact sheets and this
responsi veness summary, which are located in the following public repository under the name "Parson's
Casket "

lda Public Library

320 North State Street

Bel videre, IL 61008

Tel ephone: 815/ 544- 3838

Hour s: Monday through Friday: 9:30 am- 8 pm
Saturday: 9:30 am- 5 pm

Map of Site:

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

I ndex of |ssues

I ssues Relevant to the Proposed Pl an: Page
Section
1 Inpacts to Gound or Surface Waters —  ............... 6
2 Sel ection of the Remedial Action  .................. 8

Section 1: Inpacts to the Ground or Surface Vater
Question 1-1: Have the contam nants reached the Ki shwaukee R ver?

Answer: Yes. The nonitoring wells along the banks of the river have shown contaninants that are
associated with this site. Wuat is not known yet, and won't be known until further testing and
sanpling is done, is whether the contam nated groundwater is sinply flowi ng under and past the river
or whether it is mxing with the river. The geology of the area is not fully characterized and unti
nore investigation is acconplished, all that is known is that the contam nants have m grated

a distance at least as far away as the river in the direction of the river.

Question 1-2: Have the contamnants inpacted the water in the city wells?

Answer: The City of Belvidere has detected |levels of contaminants at some of its wells during sone of
the regul ar sanpling events. Al though the contam nants are simlar to those present at the Parson's
site, whether the Parson's source is partly or wholly responsible for the contaninati on has not been
determined. The Gty has addressed this by instituting procedures that allow for the treatnent of the
contam nants. The City water that is distributed to the public after treatnent conplies with all the
state and federal regul ations necessary to assure the water is suitable for drinking and ot her uses.

Question 1-3: Has the migration of contaninants conpromi sed the safety of the wells that supply the
city of Belvidere with water?

Answer: Although the Gty wells do show evidence of both natural and manmade contami nants in the raw
water supply, the Gty's water treatnent processes have renoved the undesirable conponents to bel ow
the Federal Drinking water standards. This nmeans that no water that is, or has been, distributed by
the city is unsafe for drinking or any other use. Since sone nannade contam nants may not be
associated with this site directly, it is not clear whether this site is the major or only source of
the contam nants but an extensive investigation that is necessary to address that question is now
under way.

Section 2: Selection of the Renedial Action

Question 2-1: What is the likely tine table for the renoval action if the recomrended actions are
chosen?

Answer: An exact tine table is not fully devel oped currently but it will be provided through the
public repository when avail able. The Agencies woul d expect the approxinate time table to be as
foll ows:

9/ 26/ 96 Record of Decision signed by Agencies
Wnter 96-97 Wrk plan witten, submtted, reviewed, and approved
Spring 97 Final preparation of site for renoval action



Sumer 97 Renoval of contaminated soil fromsite

G oundwat er investigations are already underway but due to the conplexity of the groundwater issues,
both on and off site, the conpletion of such studies will take a considerable amount of time. The
Agenci es conducting the studies will endeavor to provide the data and conclusions as it becones
avai | abl e.

Question 2-2: Wat is the justification for selecting the renoval action that is reconmended?

Answer: Al the criteria, calculations, discussion, and deternination of the selected renoval actions
in conparison to the other possible actions are found in detail in the Feasibility Study with a
summari zed version appearing in the proposed plan. Please refer to these docunents for a ful

expl anation of the selected action. A given action, however, only emerges as an Agency recommendati on
when it is shown that it best neets the requirenents of a satisfactory renedial action

Comment 2-3: It is premature to select a renedy with the infornmation that is contained in the Soi
Qperating Unit FS

Response: The Agency does not agree. W believe enough information exists in the Qperable Unit
Feasibility Study (FS) and the Renedial Investigation (RI) to support the renedies selected for this
site. Investigations have been ongoi ng since 1982 and are still underway (i.e., groundwater
investigations). The data gathered to this point is adequate to support the recommendati ons found in
the Proposed Plan. Wiile the data that will be gathered fromthe ongoing investigations are critica
to answering significant groundwater issues, the Agencies feel that the remedial actions to be taken
now are appropriate, based on current findings and will be beneficial toward any renedi al actions
selected in the future

Commrent 2-4: The FSis for soil only, and groundwater is being dealt with as a separate operable unit
FS. The FS only updated the baseline risk assessment (BRA) for the shallow soils

and that BRA (presented as Attachnent Hto the FS) is still in draft form The updated
soil BRA presented in the FS concludes that risk for the shallow soils is the sanme as for background,
and therefore "limted to no action" is proposed. This conclusion is understood. The BRA for deep

soils, however, has not been updated since 1992, nor has a baseline risk assessnent been conpl et ed
whi ch eval uates the overall risk associated with groundwater.

Response: Several factors influenced the updating of the shall ow soils operable unit baseline risk
assessnent (BRA). In June of 1992, the USEPA revised the cancer slope factor (CSF) for
benzo(a)pyrene. The CSF is critical to the quantification of cancer risk in the BRA. The revision
for B(a)P recogni zed an error in USEPA' s cal cul ation of the CSF and had the effect of reducing the
estimation of risk due to contact with quantities of B(a)P. In March 1993, USEPA released its
toxicity equival ency factors guidance for use when eval uating cancer risks due to exposures to
quantities of carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). This gui dance provided a nore
accurate nethod to eval uate the carcinogenic PAH chemi cals and had the effect of further reducing the
estimated risks fromthe site

These two revisions were substantial in nagnitude and both operated in the same direction; toward
reducing the estimation of cancer risks for PAHs. Because carcinogenic PAHs were the chemnical s that
were driving the surface soil risks at this site, it was prudent to recal culate risks based upon the
nost current evaluation nethods. These factors are irrelevant to carcinogenic risks calculated for
deep soil. B(a)P and other carcinogenic PAHs do not drive the risks for deep soil. The toxicity
val ues and nethods for evaluating the chem cals detected in deep soil were unchanged. This would
provide the appropriate |evel of protection for human health and the environnent, and therefore, no
revisions were nmade for the deep soil operable unit.

As for the "draft" in the revised risk assessment for shallow soils in Attachment H, it would not have
been cost effective to revise the entire docunent based on a word change in the document. Therefore,
it was concluded that the "draft" could remain in the title since the revised risk assessnent was
becom ng an attachnment to what is nowthe final Feasibility Study.

Comment 2-5: The BRA, originally issued with the Renedial Investigation (RI) in 1992, has a nunber of
errors related to its calculations on the potential for deep soils to affect groundwater at the Site.
Deep soil is being proposed for renmoval in the FS due to the groundwater exposure pathway. Prior to
proposing any renedy for deep soil, it is critical that these calculations be corrected. No remedy
shoul d be selected for deep soils until the groundwater investigation has been conpleted and the risk
assessnent has been verified for its accuracy related to groundwater exposure

Response: The Agencies do not agree that there are errors in the calculations. The R was finalized



in January 1993 with cal culations that were conpleted using the site specific data available at that
tinme. The BRA was conpleted utilizing guidance issued by USEPA and reviewed to the fullest extent
possible for errors. The Agencies believe the conpletion was approved with all risk calcul ations

conpliant with the guidance available for the project at the tine. Information regarding default
val ues was retrieved through literature searches at the tine of the 1992 BRA, when site specific data
could not fulfill definitive data requirements of the risk guidance in calculating risk for the site.

This is comonly done for Superfund projects and is consistent with other projects conducted by the
State of Illinois.

We do know that the deep soils are adversely inpacting |ocal groundwater. The Agencies believe that
overall protectiveness of human health and the environment is best achieved by utilizing the risk
assunptions calculated in the 1992 BRA for the deep soil operable unit. Therefore, the Agencies agree
that the risk nunbers are appropriate for the deep soils and that renoval woul d best serve

requi renents under the NCP, as well as the local residents inpacted by the site or any future use of
the property.

Comment 2-6: The Proposed Pl an does not consider the potential najor risks presented by the
impl enentation of the remedial alternative chosen which may far outweight the, at nost, marginal risk
posed by the deep soils when errors in the BRA cal cul ations are corrected

Response: Again, the Agencies do not agree that errors were made in the cal cul ations, but to address
the rest of the comrent, the Agencies understand the risk inherent to the renedial alternative
selected and will take all precautions to ensure that releases will not occur and that workers and the
public are adequately protected during the renoval. The Agencies believe that the potential risk in
the renoval action does not outweight the calculated risk posed by |eaving deep soils in place

Comment 2-7: If after reevaluation of the risk assessnent and inclusion of risk presented by the
remedies it is determned that a renedy for deep soil other than "Limted No Action" is still needed,
soi|l vapor extraction (SVE) is the most cost effective remedy for elinmination of the potential for
mgration of VOCs to Site groundwater from deep soils and will be protective because non-VCCs in deep
soils were found to present negligible risk of mgration to groundwater

Response: The risk assessnent does not need to be reevaluated. The Agencies believe the BRA from
1992 and the revisions for shallow soils from 1995 are accurately representative for risk at the site

Although it is true that the Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) alternative is less costly than the renedi a
alternative selected for deep soils, based on site specific information, SVE will probably fail to
neet expectations for design or operational performance. This was concluded based on various factors
The range of effectiveness based on other projects is between 70-90% efficiency for renoval of VCCs.
This nmeans that sone residual VOCs would remain at the site and SVE is not effective in renediating
semvolatiles or netals - both present at the site.

The SVE alternative is selected as a renedial alternative when site specific conditions are ideal for
extraction of VOC vapors. Unfortunately this Site has | ess than ideal subsurface geol ogi ca
conditions. The soil is heterogeneous with various clay |enses which woul d adversely affect SVE
performance. There is also an identified contam nant (called an Non Aqueous Phase Liquid or NAPL) at
the site which has not been conpletely characterized for volune. A sludge seamwas al so di scovered
during the 1984-85 renedi ation of the old | agoon. Neither of these factors could be calculated into
the design of an SVE system since their influences on and by the SVE woul d be unpredictable. There
is also a PCE plune on the southwest portion of the site froman unknown source area. This PCE plune
woul d probably adversely influence the performance of the SVE systemsince nothing is known of PCE s
origin. There are the further unknown influences of the suspected dry wells and since very little
information is available on these dry wells, they may al so adversely affect the performance of the SVE
system Soil noisture content and vapor retardation factors have al so been identified as | ess
favorabl e for SVE. Based on these factors it was determ ned that SVE could not be inplenented with a
hi gh degree of certainty or success or with adequate assurances that the systemcould performover a
reasonabl e anmount of tinme

Comment 2-8: If there is a current concern regarding the possible need to perform SVE renediation
beneath the building, it would be appropriate to conbine this effort with the use of SVE i n adjacent
areas at the site.

Response: Based on information contained in the FS, it appears that additional source areas nay not
be | ocated under existing building structures. However, if additional information did indicate that
contamination was | ocated under a structure the use of SVE for renedi ati on woul d be considered. This
does not change the factors that |ead to SVE being dism ssed for renmedi ati on of the deep soils. (Refer
to SVE effectiveness for deep soils at this site discussed above in the response to comrent 2-7.)



Comment 2-9: The risks and hazards associated with the | eaching of contam nants fromdeep soils to
groundwat er are based on a too conservative value of foc (0.1%. USEPA Quidelines assune foc default
values ranging from0.2 to 0.6% Recal culation of the risks using these foc default val ues yields
values with the "acceptabl e" cancer risk range of 1.0E-06 to 1/0E-04 and hazard indices slightly above
1 (for foc 0.2% and less than 1 at higher foc values. The use of 0.1%foc thus overestimates the

ri sks and hazards associated with the | eaching of contam nants from deep soil to groundwater.

Response: The value of 0.1%for foc used in calculating the excess carcinogenic risks and hazards
associated with the | eaching of contam nants from deep soils to groundwater was derived froma
literature search in 1991. Renedial alternatives for deep soil were developed for the current FS in
1995 prior to the publication of the USEPA default foc values of 0.2%0.6%

Usi ng the foc value of 0.1% the risks and hazards associated with | eaching of contanminants from deep
soils to groundwater are in the sanme order of magnitude as those cal cul ated using the 0.2% val ue
(i.e., 10-5) for excess carcinogenic risk and >1 for health induces. Thus, use of 0.1%for foc is not
overly conservative

Renmedi al alternatives are devel oped where excess carcinogenic risks are greater than 1. 0E-06 and/or
heal th hazards (per target organ) are greater than 1. Commonly, it is the excess carcinogenic risk
that determnes the need to renediate. Al though USEPA gui dance suggests a target range of 1.0E-04 to
1.0E-06 as nmoderately acceptable, risks in this range do not de facto justify no action to be taken
Remedi ati on may be undertaken when excess carcinogenic risks are in this noderately acceptabl e range
according to site specific considerations and | ead agency/comunity di sposition. Mreover, although a
0. 6% val ue of foc yields health hazard i nduces <1, the excess carcinogenic risks, ranging from5. OE- 06
to 1. 7E-05, renmain greater than the | evel considered as the "point of departure" (i.e., 1.0E-6) in
remediating a site. Thus, risk values, based on cal cul ations using any foc val ues ranging fromO0. 1%
to 0.2% would require the devel opnment of remedial alternatives for deep soils at Parson's. Gven the
simlarity of risks and hazards associated with foc at 0.1%and 0.2% and that foc values up to 0.6%
yi el d excess carcinogenic risk greater than 1.0E-6, the devel opment of remedial alternatives for the
deep soils remains valid and a revision of the BRA is not required.

Regar di ng groundwater, the TCE parts per billion (ppb) concentrations for the deep alluvial aquifer at
the site indicate an estimate of UCL may be cal cul ated at 200 ppb. In a residential groundwater

i ngestion scenario the cancer risk (ELCR) of 1.0E-04 occurs at a calculation of 160 ppb. Therefore, at
200 ppb the higher end of the Superfund risk range of 1.0E-04 to 1.0E-06 woul d be expected to be
exceeded. This risk is unacceptable. The groundwater feasibility study does not have to be conpl eted
before selecting a renmedy for soils, unless there is great doubt that the Parson's site is the source
of TCE in groundwater. It has been determ ned that the TCE in groundwater beneath the site originated
fromthe old | agoon area and possibly fromthe suspected dry wells and is continuing to |l each into the
gr oundwat er .

Furthernore, even if current Soil Screening Level (SSL) guidance was taken into consideration, the
deep soil data would indicate that SSLs for the protection of groundwater have been exceeded for the
followi ng chem cals: TCE, Benzo(a)anthracene, Chrysene, Methylene Chloride, N N trosodi phenyl am ne
Pent achl or ophenol , Arsenic (borderline), Barium Cadm um (borderline), and Nickel. This is in
reference to sone organic and inorgani c chenicals for which deep soil data was reported and for which
SSLs are avail able. These conclusions are based upon approxi mations of the UCLs for these chemicals
in deep soil. Therefore, the deep soil data appears to conplinent the results of the groundwater
nonitoring data, i.e., exceedances of SSLs generally results in significant and unacceptable risk in
groundwater. This woul d al so support the decision not to select SVE based on the fact that inorganics
have exceeded or are borderline of their respective SSLs and SVE i s not effective in renedi ating

i nor gani cs.

Comrent 2-10: The renedial action recomrended by the Agencies requires the costly relocation of a
wat er mai n.

Response: It is true that the water nain, which bisects the property through the forner |agoon area,
is proposed to be relocated to the southern portion of the property. This decision was based on

di scussions with the Cty of Belvidere, who wish to continue using the water nain adjacent to the
Parson's property in order to supply service to the buildings at Parson's.

It is also believed that the water main may have acted as a preferential pathway for contam nants to
travel beneath the ground surface much like a conduit. Since the present water main has deteriorated
to the point of failure (i.e., |eaking underground) and the Gty feared that contam nants from
Parson's may conpronmi se the Gty's drinking water supply if a negative flow situation arose, it was
determ ned that the best course of action would be to relocate the main to an acceptable location with
the installation of a new pipe to ensure integrity.



d ossary and Acronyns

G oundwat er
I'llinois EPA

Publ i c Hearing
Record

Responsi veness

Summary

Surface waters

USEPA

Includes all forns of water beneath the ground' s surface.

Illinois Environnental Protection Agency.

Period of time before, including, and after the public
hearing for the collection of witten testi nony and
hearing transcript. The hearing record began April 21,
1995, and renai ned open until Novenber 10, 1995.

A docurnent prepared by the Illinois EPA in response to
questions and issues raised during the public hearing
record (this entire docunent).

Includes all forms of brooks, streans, rivers, ponds,
drai nage ditches, inmpoundnents, or |akes of natural or
manmade ori gi n.

United States Environmental Protection Agency.



For Additional Information

For information related to the Public Hearing Process, Hearing Record, Hearing Exhibits, or Hearing
Transcript, please contact;

John WIlians

Il'linois EPA Hearing Oficer
217/ 782- 5544

TDD: 217/ 782-9143

Fax: 217/ 782-9807

Addi ti onal copies of this Responsiveness Summary

Mark Britton

Illinois EPA - Ofice of Comunity Rel ations
217/ 524-7342

Fax: 217/ 785-7725

Thanks to all the citizens that becanme involved in this process. On behalf of Director Mary Gade and
the Agency staff, | would like to thank the | arge nunber of citizens who took tine to get involved by
participating in the public hearing, review ng docunents in the repositories, nmeeting with the
Il'linois EPA staff, and sending in witten comments for the hearing record.

Si gned:
John D. WIIians,
Agency Hearing Oficer

Dat e: , 1996
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